nmmmm Awmam 



(Otihcr tUtti IVQiristey of Ddieiiee)^ 


■ftw 4 jiww 

(Tn^1irm«r) 

HUT, ^v'^pit irfii ” 

462007 ' . 

If. 01/2g0T-tf^ ( ), y t ^fOK 

^.aw. 1689,-w mm, 1^ f^, 

^ m ^ ^ 1962 ^ m[ i5z i:. 

(T^) ^ a## ant 

f^rrfa? 1-7-1994 ^ 

U I4/2002-avn (1^^. ^.) l-'i-'mz ^ 

3TOtir??iwftn ^'m ^ "sraN 4># 

3n^n, ^#4 ■?54f4 ^ 

m, ajh, im '^, 

^ga(JT ^ a^H4‘445i af>^ 

4ra art #*n aqWm, 1962 ^-9 ^ afis# 

vi4i*ik«i X • 

Vin( 40) l/aJH-^-1/2006/6159-6327-Ta 

it. T5^. wnt, "^r sn^w 


OBii|pi—w| ifttw umw) 



CENTRAL BXe;^ tax , 

BmmA}w\iw:209^ 

BhubanesiwaKr^dMU^^ 

4»/2B0730WP^tPmm^ 

S.Ok 1689;’'-4fi^aceivise^of 1lie|Xim^^ delegated to 

dated 1-7-19^ byj^.g^^ of 

Fii»nce.Diq)aitiHe;ntoflt>i«ni^ | ^ ^ 

(a) of Sectton 1 ^l^ of; Oustoapti A^ 1 read with 

NdtmcatkMi No: 14j®W!2^dS‘<f^ 

aihended, I, F:N. Sai»^v£^|tf-Commissk^^ Central 

Excise, Customs & Servwe-Tiw; B^tobaneswar-Zone, 

Bht^ahesvwi^Brei^dedte^jAWijN^^ 

Villages of JSiijimg'T^ji^^ JitgiHliyi^liptiT in the 
State of49risaa; tohti^! Wj iwi i9uaingSto 
9 of Customs Act, 1#RZ:’ 

[C.No:V^4^/iZhis^^^^ 

RN. 


2646G1/2007 
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j ^ 

TTHWftint, 


• !5??^?^-75i0O7, 

23’'*n^, 2007 

^ feTftrfW, 1962 qRT 8 ^ ^ 

a 2-2007-^ (1^*1:^) 
23-3-2007 

ihm ^ if 3««nK'in 15? 
Tjfif»T, ^ im 48” 


maiT, 

8(1^) ^ m 

"dcMT'^f ^ 3F] 

wf 

\ «l?T^ ’flRrl 
"Ocf ^ 
■q 

#i?i yi=(t}HT 

8(^) ^ ^ 
■qjpf 

1690.-#qT arf^lfWT, 1962 ^ ^ 

f?! 31^ Vl(«w4t ^ ^ dHWHI 

fl, 13 ^ ®bL 

^ ^Wldic! sljiS 

48" 3it.^. 

3TOqi <ni^ero, 

fT 31^^ IRI, ^ 

( ^ ^ ^ 1962 ^ 

Utm T(S^ 1962 ^ ^ 

CT, ^ 4M<l4d T^^.it.T?»T. 

48" 3it.^. ^ ^ ^ 

it ^ 1 


iT ■’TFT 3rafw% 

1 . ^ 

1 

2 , H»l*j 

86° 41’ 31" ^ 20° 

04 ’ 42" 1 

3Ttf^ TF^T ^ 

^ ^ ^TOI 

3Tiq37^5?r5^-*ife 1 

3. 

te m§qcii|Hi 4Md«w T^.’qt.i^. ^ ■qtFT 

1 


\ [#. UVin(40)l/4>W!5ar -1/2006] 

8lf^, aqigsRT 

COMWISSIONERATE OF CENTRAL EXCISE, 
CUSTOl 4S&SERVICETAX,BHUBANESWAR-I 
Bli ubaneshwar, the 23rd March,2007 
NotificatkM i,Na2^2007-Cus(N.T.) ^ubaneswar Dated 
23-3-2007 [ssued under Sec^n 8 of The Customs Act, 
1962 

Single Foil t Mooring, llBink Farm and Associated 48" 

(pipeihies at Paradeep specified 
custon IS area for unloading of imported crude 
petroleum products, 

S.O. 1690.—In exercise of the powers conferred 
upon me unier Section 8(a) of tiie Customs Act, 1962,1, 


Tongmang Haokip, Commissioner of Central Excise, 
Customs and Service Tax, Bhubaneswar-I, Orissa hereby 
approve the Single Point Mooring , Tank Farm and 
Associated 48” OD Pipelines at Paradeep as place for 
unloading of imported Crude Petroleum (xoducts, subject 
to the strict observance of relevant jnovisions of the 
Customs Act, 1962 and'other instruction issued, in this 
behalf by die Government of In<^a or Coanmissioner of 
Central Excise, Customs and Servi^ Tax, Bhubaneswar-1, 
Orissa fitnn time to time. 

Furdier under Section 8(b) ofthe Customs Act, 1962, 
I hereby specify the limits of the Custochs Area of the 
above SPM, Tank Fann and Associate-48" OD pipelines at 
Paradeep as under:— 

SI. Name ofthe Site Location 

No. 

1. Single Point Mooring Situated at longitude 86° 41’31" 
and latitude 20° 04'42" 

1 15TankFann Village Dinkia and 

Abhayachandapur of Kujang 
Tehsil, Dist i-Jagatsin^ur in 
the state of Orissa. 

3. Associated Pipelines Connecting from SPM to Tank 
Farm at above. 

[CNo. Vin (40)l/Cus7B-l/2006] 
T. HAOKIP, Commissioner 
^5i^%3R,23^, 2007 

1962 ^ tmr 45 ^ ^ 

W SlftRJJERT 3/2007-^ 1^,^. 

23-3-2007 

'Jf airanfhT apTpftfiJn 

^ ^ Tinif urn 

48” ait ^ MiftjpiifHi ^ 

W.31T. 1691.-^ 1962 (1962 

^ 52) ^ W5RtI ^ 

sTf^M, ^*HI ^<5*^ '^<^1 

^ .wt 

48" 2/2007-'4^ 

(T^.^,) 23-3-2007 ^ 3RFf?T 

*1RT 8(1^) 3u*HlRia ac^isl ^ 

"3^ Pi^TT <?>kai ^ ^ 

3T«raT 3T«l5n WWT H 

^ ^ Tn^tlRF 3?fHR, 

1. 'ow*iio hi^ 

it, ifmt i962 ^ tiro 45 ( 2 ) ^ iiwRf, 
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I 

TO ^ 16> 2007/5^ 26, 1929 


^ ^PR ^ 31^^ ^ si^qro ^ 3?^ ^ f 1 

2 . TO ^ ■af^ Tnf?i, m-T«R, ^ 

^ #n ?WT TO ^ «ITO 

^ l^fTOft ^ ^ ^ TO TO ift TO Pr<lf<»/*li#>WW 

I^^TO 

^ R«bl^ J^Fn TjNr f^R^*^ TO ?fllfM« iW ^ <i»tti** 

t??TO 3 T 3 TO ^ tro^ m, it 3JTO ihm ^- 
tro, 1962 ^ TO 48 ^ TO l^naR TT5C ^ 3TTO 
1^>^ TO ^ Ito^'* 1^ ijf I 

^ ^fTR!^ TOZ*T ^ ^ 31^ 3TOH¥n ^ ^ '*0 

1962^ TO45(3) 

^ inro^ ^ 3q¥iR :3^ ^ ^ TO ^ TO ^ 
I 

4. 31 wt<nwrH<4fd/4l4> i '^fid TO ^ aroW^ ^ 

^ 30 M ^ 3F^ ti^ TOr arom TOnror ^ 1^/ 
nT^TRroT n^fTOi ^ ft 3T«RT TO '»ilnl<^ 

3RfV "aft *3!^ 3lf%I^ TO ^ ^ 3TTO ^ 31WT?ft?T 
TO ^ ^IR aif^fSm, 1962 ^ TO 23(2) ^ 315?m 

31RR "W C«?» < 9 ) ^ Hl^ ^ tft*H 

3?t^#TO, 1962 ^ TO 48 ^ TOTOf ^ 3Rnfe, ^JTO 
3Tfti<W'(l 'sHwi 3I^Rf^ 1^, 4»*^(««4’1 SRI 

(<6*li tfshai "1^ I 

5. TOff ^ Rtf^/ 3 !| JT^fe - * 1 /^n ^ ftrq; 4^fdfe9^ 

TO ^ TO'TOwr TO^ TO I 

6. arf^j^ #91 if ^ TO5R i% TOEifiPB, 

TO TITOH 1^«rfa if, anijfSpF ''PifRI TOT 

i^TOWSRRT^I 

lift TOfir^T^.^.TR., TOTf^^ ^itro 

^ ®ptf'«ft •9^SRf=T ^ 1^ nwr I 

8. it. X^., tapf TOI V T^ mHl ^ ’ = ^ if ^ 

WW R5T ^ TO ftPiT I 

9. #m'^3?f«lfTO^TO3n%?l?^TO^ 

fxif^rof sn TO^ ^ns^fe^R T01^ I 

10. 3?^ 'sf^ ■prfiR ^ %x^, TO 
"STR ^ ^ Sil P(im^4 stni ^ ST tit TO^ t^IRft 

V^ «SI5W< TO t^IRT TO 3?TO xijt^ ^ TO 

smr ' S T g t viei to, ^3^ w ir st? sft fwiw 

^ ^ 1^ 3ifTOi^ ^ ^WBRWiCTO 3#v T?;zr>ft) 

^ TOt^ yii»l«J»« RRT TO ST, w TO TOI ^ wRf % 4RW 
im, TO ^ ^ W 6<6 Sft 41®< i q4l 

^ |•TOX^t^TOfTO^^^x^5t^^,mSR^^!feXRTO* 
i: TOST sn ste tr^s s>^ i to Mt 3n^, 


^{0<I am ^H* ,TftST^x^‘^TO, xgp^-i toto 
HW(^ if RNft4»<ui tnin SIHMI, TO 4>^feTR 3!^ftRI'lf^ 
»< ftn9/i^s fetjir^d it TR^ TOiT itm \ 

11. TO- ■^- ^ sn*f 'TO' toWTO^ 

TO'qRfTOCtTOr^TOTO) ^^^s»TTORi1^s>RelfTO=T 

SIT stni s^ 3ii^s», «^!i(tS TOiis stsr TO 
TOi TO, TO^-i ^ 315TOR SIR ^ I 

12. SR^froS TO Pl4iRft ^ TOR ST tTOi 
ITOISX# 1^ ^TlPSd Sil^lfws ^ TSIS TORWI 
sRPiri^ I 

13* SR^fero TO .^^ TO^^TO-, ^ sTO TOT 

TOtfsTOs sirro?^ Hf^ JTOa tTOi tzpt> sit 

'TSISST SIT TRRS ^raf STO SIRT TOtT t 

14. 31lfSI,^^TO'3RTS^I^,TftR'TpR» TOTOiTO, 
’JT^TST-1 TO ST^ ’it 3IWTS«6dI ^ St^ST ^ TTtST 
T3IR snsiTT sit TO^TST’it siTOfTOs TO tron sTTOi I 

15. SRStfesS TO Stsi T3ISi '% tTOlHdS • 
^ 3TqSI •afro TOg -^ SI TOr d sit f^tTI^SI feqfa|<WI 
Sft ST^T I 

16. TO TO ^ STO SR^ SRt 
3rfTOi#t!st ^ %iTtTOrw, Slit sit «i«HSi SSI ,3ns wssr 
^JTOn?, fSTOf ^ xt SBlror sir sfro TOs 
ITOnsn^ t 

17. TftR fTOis TO 4 SIH ^3^ 

3TSST TRSITO*^ siti 3rs 3lfsfsss SFS Tot fRSI SSI %, 

TO SIR si^tlTOs sit ’sg/TO t s IsTOr.TI^si sif #11/ 
TOIlPp SftST igw ^I’SS TO SR^fTOs sit SRT SSI ^ST- 
SRTOTTOTRSnTTOTOSlR TOllTOlI'STTOI I TO SIR ^ 

’TOT sn ST srrjss to ^Ms«?TOt ^fsfds* ssrs 
3rssT *1111 tTOss TnfTORR Stpr! sr^ fisffts fron 
sisni I 

18. sf^ SI«^SH ^Rft sTO Tot tTOi SFS^ ^ 
3RST Tftsi spsr T0TOt^ TO ^ 3fst ttsTO srst 
srasT f, st TO 3n^ps, TOTO sTOs ‘’3^, 'TO'^ W^ TO 
TOTSR,xpTOlT-l 

sit ^ Tot sTO” ■fs^TOR 'Tot i 

19. TO 3itViiS-ti ^'TOt sti sit site TOTOi ik 

ST 5 si SSI Sf fs^kis TO stST SST ss^ss, -^STO ssits 
^P^,TTOT^I^TOTOTSR, ^siTS< -l TOt^ STRT3^ 
Tot I as^s ^s(ts '3RTS tTOt s^si TO TOt sit, 
^fissT-i ^ s»wtlssd sit 3Ri HWct TO T*Re siri 
ITOs "wm sTO s» STS 1^ it trs to sit xaifts 

'sn 3ifssiR'T ot I 

20. ssTOfess TO itsT ^ 1 rxt s1^ 

TOR ST "TOlS SnsfRS SftST S'RW SRISI'Tot tTOi SITSfRS 
SP#ST Tlfts TTSR ^ SS^S TSSS 4M<rl«*T it I 
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riTij 


5RI •hWH ^ ^ 

®<| <f»T« 3i?TOTT ^ 
iT t««\oQn '■ifH.* 11 I 

[^TT. VIII(40) 1/W^-1/2006] 
A ai?T54<T 
hubaneswar» tile 23rclMi^h, 2007 

ssued ander Section 45t)flfae Customs Act, 
eiatrarat of Custodian 4^tfae Sin^ Point 
snk FMmjmd A s soci a ted 48” OD Pipetines 
adeeptMPnnIoailiigogmiported crude 
petrofamn p rod u cts. 

L691.—in exercise of the powers conferred 
ier Section 45(1) of the Customs Act 1962 (52 
rongmang 'H^dtip, Commissioner of Central 
mis and Smice Tax, BhubansMvar-I, Orissa 
)int M/s., Indimi Oil Corporation Limited 
dsion, Pacadsep^Hsladia Crude Oil Pipeline 
ideep to belhe custodian of the Single Point 
nk Farm and Associated 48" OD Pipelines at 
notified iind^r section 8(a) vide Notification 
KT^fiHDBANESWiaai,d^ 23-03*2007 for 
impcntodCnKtofieiroieamproducts until these 
for home consumption or exported or are 
, or transshipped in accordance with the 
3 f the said Act, subject to the following 

itodian of tiie goods meant for import and 
ort would be required to comply with the 
visions of section 45(2) of the Customs Act, 
»2 as well as Rules & Regulations and 
ructions issued from time to time in this regard. 
^ custodian shall be^ responsible for proper 
eipt, handling, storage, and shall be 
3 untable for the loss of imported goods after 
ling and before clearance as well as the goods 
uit for exp(»t/transshipment. They shall also 
ntain proper record of all such goods including 
record of goods which are cleared with the 
mission of the Customs Department or 
Kisedof under Section 48 of the Customs Act, 
2 or c^erwise. 

ny imported/export/transshipment goods are 
sred or lost after unloading in the Customs 
i while in custody of the custodian, then in 
ns of provisions of section 45(3) of the 
toms Acti 1962 tii^ shall be liable to pay such 
f on such pilfered goods. 
importec^Xtort/transshifunent goods, which 
not cleared for home consumption or 
ehousfflg or exported/transshipped within 30 


days of unloading thereof or within such further 
time period as the proper officer may allow; or the 
imported goods to which importer relinquishes 
his title as provided in Section 23(2) of the 
Customs Act, 1962, such goods shall not be sold 
under the provisions of Section 48 of the Customs 
Act, 1962, by the custodian without obtaining 
permission from the proper officer of Customs. 

5. The custodian shall provide safe, secure and 
spacious place for loading/unloading/storing of 
the cargo. 

6 . The custodian shall provide sufficient modern 
handling equipment in operation condition for 
handling the cargo in the notified area. 

7. No alteration of the plan in the SPM, tanks etc. 
shall be made without the concurrence of the 
Commissioner of Central Excise, Customs & 
Service Tax, Bhubaneswar-I. 

8 . Insurance of ail goods held on the SPM, Tanks 
and the said pipelines shall be made by the 
custodian. 

9. The custodian shall abide by all the rules, 
regulations under the Customs Act. 

10. For proper discharge of duties, the Custodian shal 1 
execute bond in proper form either by one to the 
Directors or Managing Director of the Board or 
any particular Officer authorized by the Managing 
Director to sign the Bond on his behalf by way of 
a power of Attorney equal to the value of goods 
likely to be stored in the premises for a period of 
thirty days. As and when the volume of work 
handled increases, the Custodian will himself 
furnish bond equal to the increase in value. The 
Custodian will also furnish the required Bank 
Guarantee/Cash Deposit whenever demanded by 
the Commissioner of Central Excise, Customs & 
Service Tax, Bhubaneswer-I on getting 
clarification in the matter. 

11. Security of the said SPM, Tank Farm and 
associated pipelines (Customs area) shall be the 
responsibility of the custodian subject to the prior 
approved frc»n the CommiteionCTof Central Excise, 
Customs & Service Tax, Bhabaneswar-I. The cost 
of the security has to be borne by the custodian. 

12. The custodian shall provide free furnished office 
space for the Customs Department at place of 
clearance. 

13. The custodian shall bear the establishment 
charges of the Customs staff posted for the said 
SPM, Tank Farm and associated piplines. The . 
Assistant/Deputy Commissioner, Customs, 
Paradeep shall decide the staff which is required 
to be posted considering the work load at jetty. 






[ *IPT n-1»05 3(u)] 
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14 Re$i(tential acc»iimK>dation for the Customs ^aff 
posted in the area shall also be provided for by 
the custodian* wherever requisitioned by the 
Commissioner of Central Excise, Customs & 
Service Tax, Bhubaneswar*!. 

IS. Free suilat^e transport from the nearest railway 
head (n «iit^)le point shall be provided for the 
Customs staff by the custodian. 

Id The custodian sh^ make adequt^arangements 
for sanitary facilities, water supply and otherallied 
facilities, including cameen facilities, for the 
offioars working in the area. 

17. Custodian shall Tiot charge any rent/demurrage 
on the goods reamed ^ the Customs Depaitmmt 
und^ die Customs Act or any other for the 
time beii^ in force. However,-the Customs 
department shall pay die rent to die oi^odian 
after die ownershqi of the goods vests in die 
Oovemm^t after conflscadons. The rate of 
rent for such goods shall be fixed by the 
Commissioner in oonsuhatKMi widiCPWD or local 
Revenue or Rent Control Authorities. 

18. In case of die Custodian wMds to suldet any of 
the fonctions inmde the Customs area or 
connected with the Customs area, die sarne 
should be done with prior approval of the 
ContmissioDK’ of Gmitral Excise, Custmns & 
Service Tax, Bhubaneswv*1, and the Custodian 
diall remain reqxm^iie for die omissions and 
oommisskms of the saidagency. 

19. Duratkms of i^ip oin t aent ^stadl initially remain 
valid tqi'to 5 yeacs foom die datb of issue of diis 
Nodficadoni^ suli^ect to die satisfaction of the 
Commistooner of Central Excise, Customs & 
&i*vice Thx, FHndianeswar*!. Cmnmissiono' of 
Centra] Excises Customs & Service Tax,' 
Bhubanmiirerplnhldl ha^ t^^^ to.tmmtnate 
the ai^iointment at any time after assigning 
specific leasmis for the Ou^odian to explain his 
case. 

20l The Custodian shidl provide a suitable office 
preinkes’atfxoperplaoefor Customs Qieek post 

office fiinsiture. 

21. The Custodial shall be li^de to pay Merchant 
Overdme to Customs till dto post of the officers 
are sanctioned on cost retovery basis by the 
Customs Depaitment. 

22. The Custodian shall construct compound wall 
barbed wire fencing covering d» whole part of 
the Customs areli. 

[C.No. Vin(40)MGus/B-l/20D6] 
T. HAQKIP, Conun^ioner 


297Hr 2007 
Tt 01/2007^8 

^.3ir. PWI /1962 2Tfr ^ 

llWTraNh 1961(1961 ^ 4331) ^ dlTT 

10 ( 23 ^) ^^ 

2008-09 ^ 

ti . _ 

1962 

^ 'qgsftq aifim i96i dm io 

(23 dJtTnwm (vi) \ 

(vi)/07-08] 
TTd. ift. dJte, ^ 3iifm 
CMW 

INCOME TAX 
Jaqnir, die 29di May,2007 

S. O. vl692«r>-Tn exereise of die powq^ qooforred 
by sub^clause (vi), of clause (23C) pf Soetie^ 10 of the 
Income-tax Act, 1961 (43 of l$6f) iiead unth rule;2CAof the 
Income-tax Rides, 1962dieG|iiefGonHnissicMiwofIndonie- 
tax, Jaipur hereby ^iproves **Birla Institute of Technology 
& Science, Pituii** for die purpose of said S^on for die 
A. Y. 2008-09 and onwards. 

Provided diat the society conforms to ami complies 
with the provisions of s^cl|iU8c (vi) of ctasue (23C) of 
Sectkm l0ofdie lnconie‘ta3t Act, 1961 read with rule2CA 
of die Income-tax Rules, 1962. 

' 15X. ItAPIL, Chief CtHinnisssioiier of 

' 

mM, dft 'JlHiWd ^ M 

ftsdi ■9R8II ^ ^ wm 3mm PHWW<rft, 
1962 Cdh8 sn aJk 5d 

^mm 1961 (dd3 35 dft 

■smim (T)#dfe (ii)#iFftdm«f 1 - 4-2003 

hit ^ 

^ 3?5dlf^ t, 3^ 

(i) 

(ii) 4f wd 3^ mm ^ 

# id«d<f ^ aignidB dJ^; 
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288 ^-3^ 5m (2) -% -q^T 

T ^JTnmr sfk ^ aRfMfrnir ^ «ira 139 ^ 
m ( 1 ) ^ 3ftnf?r aim ^ 

f ^ OT 

wfer ^i3T ’4' ^Nrfv^ 

3Tm^ aiT^W 3?«mT afipm 1 ^ 1 ^^ ^ 
f I 

=i a^5?Tm=T ^ 1^ inm ^ <!«n 

^ 3frRn f^uf Tii»ii alh: a4j%i ^isn 

^ 3lf^ TW^cr I 

st Hiff ^[^Ni; a?«mi 

Hi) iM' 

^ mff aremi 

rarp 1 (iv) 

^ JJWT Tm 31^ ^ ^ amm 

W ^ ^ 3TSmi 

^ ^ ^ ^ -qmT ^smmT; 

emr 

Ri ^ 5^ aik s’Ei ^ •m*? 'qfe?! 

m arf^f^m ^ 35 ^ (i) ^ 

5 (ii) amvi^ #-ai5Fm ^ cim 
mJT 1 

3 . 99/2007/^ ■^?. 2O3/35/2005-3n.^.fl.-II} 

ElAL BOARD CF DIRECT TAXES 
ew Delhi, the 28th March, 2007 
69a.—It is hereby notified for general 
at the organization Zhandu Foundation for 
Mumbai hat been approved by the Central 
for the ^rpose of clause (ii) of 
) of Section 35 of the Income-tax Act, 1961 
d with Rules 5C and 5D of the Income-tax 
aid rules), with effect fiom 1-4-2003 in the 
her Institution*, partly engaged in research 
Ect to the followmg condition, namely: 
urns paid to the approved organization shall 
lized ftn* »;ientific resefnch; 
approved organization shall carry out 
ific research tlnxmgh its faculty members or 
rolled students; 


(Hi) The approved organization shall maintain books 
of accounts and get such books audited by an 
accountant as defined in the explanation to sub¬ 
section (2) of Section 288 of the said Act and 
furnish the report of such audit duly signed and 
verified by such accountant to the Commissioner 
of Income-tax or the Director of Income-tax having 
jurisdiction over the case, by the due date of 
furnishing the return of income under 
sub-section (1) of Section 139 of the said Act; 

(iv) The organization shall maintain a separate 
Statement of donations received and amounts 
appl ied for scientific research and a copy of such 
statement duly certified by the auditor shall 
accompany the report of audit referred to above; 

2. The Central Government shall withdraw the 
approval if the approved organization : 

(a) fails to maintain books of accounts referred to in 
sub-paragraph (iii) of paragraph I; or 

(b) fails to furnish its audit report referred to in sub- 

. . paragraph (iii) of paragraph^ j^^o^ 

(c) fails to furnish its statement of the donations 
received and sums applied for scientific research 
referred to in sub-paragaph (iv) of paragraph I; or 

(d) ceases to carry on its research activities or is 
research activities are not found to be genuine; 
or 

(e) ceases to conform to and comply with the 
provisions of clause (ii) of sub-section (1) of 
Section 35 of the said Act read with rules 5C and 
5D of the said Rules. 

[Notification No. 99/2007/F. No. 203/35/2005/rrA-n] 
RENU JAUHRI, Director 
28 trf, 2007 

(3ira^) 

’•r.aff. i694,-3^r!m i96i (i96i ^ 

43) ^ «im 10 ^ (23^) (iv) IHT 

?ffsw4)* ^ 3mbT p: ^ iimrR (i^d^ -m 

^ ■44lf<4<rt apjcRR** 

(^H^ ^ w Tmi t) ^ ^ 

inm ^ 'n^ ^ ^ 

^ 3im "4’ ■*r^‘ ^ ■smrif); 

(^) ^^*11 sprft srm ^ a^«mi appft a^m 

^ ^ "lylnqi 

?mT arnmcmr ^ %t3[ 

wpn ^ i ^8?T ■ 3 ^ 

^ 3if^ 3im 1 3T^, 2002 

^ m ^ ^ t3?m ^ ' 

amf^ ^ -qf^ -ar^ 3if^ q#' 
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^ltTTPTO :^16> 20e7/q^26, 


(^) T<T§^ ^ ^ ^ #Wf 

^ ^ «mf^ # ^hB «rrn 

(5) ^Rft T^f 3HWI1p|“’'# 

S'lfWili ?rtWf # '5W*ft 

Wi ’’iNf^it iwfi?' #'W ^ 

■JIB ^ 3?y^ 3f?BB ^ f^) Bi ’ 

WVi BPT Bfif 3?«WI w w w»w ; 

^ 1% »i!^K ^ ufB «m TWf 

^ ^ ^ ^ 

■Jlf^ ^ 1^ 'Bff ^ 4)K1^K 

^ ^ 3im ^ ^ 

i^f; 

W ^3fiiqaR3ifli^, i%i ^Tn^^ 

3rrft amr ^ an^m 

*I*|W ^ 

(■^) ^ f^ 288 ^■gBTO (2)1^ W<!NKm 

1W imm 

5B Braf ^ ^ TIB a»^ 

^ ^ B«nRgTr i’^^bi'J’Nii 

^ 1t^, ^fftrr ^ sfn 

ISWUHRcI T^^’ ^ITBPb ftftTT ^ ^ W 
arntiB BRIBT JTBT BtTT I 

2. ^ aifM^^ <ilq<i 4i’^i ^ aik ^ aim ^ 

^ t ^ 1^ ^ w ^ WBtif m ■snPn 

arsiB 3TB -B J ^TTWT ^ «h<J^4^ amaiT 3TBB 3TB 
3TB4JT arf^pTBT, 1961 ^ WiNf # ^piT ■?«wr ^ 

3. m arfi?^^ BT 2007-{^ ^9? 4^ 

4. arftRJ^ ^ ^IB5K TI^ «W kW«T 

B ^ ■>! •W W % ^RB ^ 

3IBIT ^ arflim-34 TTit 3P9l|-?4^ 

TT?if ar^BT -JT^’ f%B B BT t am '«R aiP? 

Ibb "w b I 

[arf^g^TT. 181/2007/BT. TT. 197/33/2007-arfeft.-I] 

Bf, 3T4T 4Tf^4 

New Delhi, the 28th May, 20at 
ONO^fE-TAX) 

S.O. 1694—^tn ex«eise of powexs ooitfmed fay tile 
su)>clause(iv)oftfaeOause(23C)ofSection lOoftiie bioomp 
tax Act. 1961 (43 of 1961), the Ceiil^ Govenunetit hen^ 
notifies that any income received by any person boMalf trf 
“Jallianwala Bagh National Memorial Trust, Amritsar’* 


^teipinaftier tiw **lBStitsitk»’*) shall not be included in tiie 
total income of such person subject to the following 
conditions, namely:— 

(a) the J^ipitleti^ iwMl apply its income, or 
accum^Ute for application, wholly and 
exchi^Voiy fb the (^ects for which it is 
estabiidiedindhiadiim wherembie t^ 
peroemofimiiiDiiineisiiaa^^ 

the 4%day^ef Aif^f2Qp9*K^ 
aocumidat^ of the amomti exceeding fiftem 
per cent of its Inbonie dtidl in no case exceed 
fl^^ars; ' 

(b) the lo^titut^B willnot invest or deposit its fund 
(other titan voluntary coi^butions received and 
maintained in tte form Of jievv^ay, hirniture, 
elcO for ai^ period 4urmg the previous years 
relevant to ^ aasessment ye 9 |rs mentioned 
hbove othmise than in anyo^ne^ mc^ 9 f Jhe 
fmttn or mocks specified m ^hb-section (^ of 
tile Section 11; 

(c) fois notiBca||ion vrill not i^ly in rebdion to any 
ihcbliib betnA l^^ts and gains of business, 
unless the business is incidental to the 
attainment of tiie ofc|ifct|vaa of tiie.'lpstitution 
and sqiarate books of accoimt am maintained 
in respect of sudi busings; 

(d) the institution wtU regularly file Hs return of 
income before th^. Income tax Idllhotity in 
accordance with provisions of tiie Income 
tax Act. 1961; 

(e) ^m mtiieevemof dissc^tttionoftiiebistitution, 
ks shf|tios 'and die assets wiU be given to an 
organiztdxui with similar objectives. 

(f) The Institute wtil'ihf hs accounts audited by an 
acccHintant as dilShed in Eiqilanation below sub¬ 
section (2) of Sectiim 288 and furnish along witii 
tik ivturn of Income. The report of such audit in 
the presc^edh^dufy siped and verified by 
such accountnn^^l^’O^llag^ fprth such 
particctiars as may be prei^bed. 

2. This notificatidn is to the rech^nts 

of imxmoon belutif of tlk lnfltitutiohaMiiot tb any other 
reodpt or income of 

of the mcome of tire Institi^n would be separately 
considered as per the pr6vimbi#bf the' hicome tiix Act. 
1961. .... ..: . , . 

3. Hiis notification is i^^Hcable hu- Assessment Year 
2007-08 and onwards. 

* 4. ttie itikve notification is lialtie to be rescinded by 

tire Gential Ctowatiihliieal, if k is subaeqUoitiy found that 
the activities.of the lastihitic^jre itot^^ if they 

are not carried out in accordance with all or any of the 
conditions si^jeist fo whifahifwas 

^lot»catiW«ti, !tit/2007yF.^^^^^^ 

Di^B^ OAi^ Under Secy. 
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M 30 2007 

(«wiivr) 

W. 1961 (1961 ^ 43 ) ('^Wf ^ WW ^ tJRT 80 ^ 4? 

1) (iii) Srti 1 1997 2002 ^ 

# 193 (3T) f^#F30^, 1999^'3lf^'?I«?T I 3T^, 1997 ^^^N»^7T«?T31 

fi?T 3!^-^>^^^.311: 354( 3T) ^ ^ w^, ^ alkiwff 

OT ^ ^ alh ^ h 

: *W4 iWWW ife 4»ml^VH %., faW4»l M'iflf;?! 4)14fcl4 jd^4) 

102 005 ^ t, (W.) TPR*IF-328 027 ^ ^WrRT 7KT 

: ■3Rf^ ^ mmi •% 4f^0a4 afir wif ^ aiMN <iifiJk4 ^qr H4W4 ^ 

■2006 ^ Wlf. 15/121/2005-an^ ^ 3Rrfe -ScRl al e ftf^tth -qFlf ai^qtf^ 1^ t; 

' “aW-aiN^WH^*iro 80 ^^^"^WRl (4) 4^^ (iii) STO31^^<4>K 

(iii) ^ 4«iiPl4v -qi^ ^ 

?wi u<?iRid 1^ "sn ■# ■a^ <i4*H ^ arfir^if^ci t i 

31^11 

"9? 'TO ^ TTTOTR ^ 4»mT^VH %, 5RT '91^ 

i^ ar^^ WT i I 

w : TTSr^^TB ^ 

(T^^.) 

Nr-qwf ^ : 871561.92 





a i ^ 'tlPT 


an^ ^ ^tNi ^ ^ aro tf ^ - cfi ohi44»dm -m 


an^ '^fl 'mIchi 


'TOF aWt 
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"' .. -M ^ .1 ■■ ■■ii,M.,I , ,,^,, 1 , ,,,, i i ■ • - f ■ g^ ... 

3. -Pwm ^ W ^ ^ #WI, %««>, 

^i?n^!?R iT«ii 3RT ^Pwn^ ^ 4«iiPr4. ^ ^ 1^ t ■ 3 ft ^ ^ 

fSrof^ 1^* TFjw f I 

4 . 1 srlb, 2002 ^ msn. 354 (ar) ^1|<iiim> 6 ^ 's^ ^ mm 0 ®) ^ ( 2 ) ■^‘ 

■af^RttsRT alia)f5i4) 50 % stf^m «nftc! nfif \ m 

v\ 9(fm ^ adffepp ^ laiR ipiNr ^ awR ?wt ^ 11 

*TR^ tt3f^ 4Nr awm H^fiMfi 4fifT ^ apT*f?r Wrfe ^ «ft ?nf5w %, ^ ^ twt iiflF^aif ^ 

'SIJ'MK '»»^I 'aHH«ll I 

6. ^ 1 ( vii) f^Pll^Vi <«Wl 54tlf4f ^ dfriftPW» 4R» ^ ^ ^ ^ 

^ 3Pnf?TRm TTRr fl 11 

7. ^RR«?R ^ ipf^m 4wq4fei^><^«4d %., 3 ^ # ^Ipt sInP?^ ^ yqigR 

■and 7 ^ 1^ 3 ?^ ^ 3?P1^ 3lfi#PR, 1961 W 80 ® ^ ^ (4) ^ TO (iti) ^ aPI# TO? I 

8 . ■*i^'3^afNtdwTOf W 1 (iti) 

^ aiPRR 3?W^, 1961 ^ TO 80 IT'®'^ -^qro 4 (in) # af^ WTITOIR# ^ %P!J adli^TO»2002 # 
amdn TO af 3 %^ TTO TOiT aR^ftlR ^ 

9. ^ 3ld*r ^ '»fr*i;*fi alk ^wwf»i ipfe 'WnRVM "t^., 

3T^TO ■aid 1 Mt’flfifllTO ^ ” 1 ^ 

(i) 3imR '^K ^ron to arjR^ wr dF^rr to t, d ijto/^to 3tto «*>Rim^ 

TOnTO^TOR^-»nf^ I 

(u) ^TOT alWldRr (^4. 41^1^4111^ 3flT ■gniR ^ •aHT^ld d H4l TO 

t I 

10. adstfiRF 

W ®i 9TOR aftt sf^aifq 1 ^ ^ tou*t (awf^ aiRiM toct) ^ alk 

F^TOTwr ^ adt amfdft aN TO^ a|{t Tif^ ^ TO adiftPw IITO® 

adrdr^R,■anin^f^wd-ii ^wr#R?ndI 

11 . ^ anfti^Hi df ^a^iftnr ^ to-to adstf^r to? laiftn, 2002 d ■lar nn airom awfv 

aj» adnkRmTTOl^^ 1 ^ 4H4>k a aft ih ' ^ ^ ^ to# 

i ^ dwf ii^wH Ud iq»i 94 d w »imRiph %, mui* , 2002 to? arro ^ 

aitW4j[;4Hi ^ %# ^ ad^niR^T'd IRlTOf TOT ^ I 

IZ T^ 41^*1144 ^ WT if 1^ TO «# ^^rfNR 3PWT #TO WRT aiTTO ^ 

TOT'W 3^ andro ®T 3JTOR TO, adatfiffF TO> ^ 315*?^ ^ ^fil TO ^ 1 

. [ai?fMi^4 1 82;2007m % mmm&i-3(L'^. I^t-i] 

#TO ST«T^ 

New De^, die 30th May, ^)07 

momm-TAx^ 

SX}, 10K *—Whereas the Centnd Cio¥erhii]e!ttin «(eicise cd'die power&<XHii£Bn«d%>ds^<w)^ airt»^^ 
of Secticm 80-lA of die lacoise-tax Act, 1961 ^3 of 196]) (Imioafi^ retired l 04 ttllie«a 9 d<Aot^^ltBsd«iie 6 
a scheme for iiKhistrial park, by the noti^tions of die GovoTunent of India in die Mfinstty of'CoTOmoe and Industiy 
(Department of fodustrial Policy ttxl Bomotion) vide number S.O. 195^), dated the SOfli Mmcih, 1999, for foe period 
beginning on the Istday of April; 1997 and eadii% on the 31st day of March, 2002 and videamnlber S0.3S4dE)4aled die 
1 st day of April, 2002, for the period begirniro on dm 1st day of April, 1997 and endii^ ondhe 31^ 4i^ «f March, 2006; 


2646 Gl/07—2 








I 


3766 


i'HE GAZETTE OF INDIA: JUNE 16,2007/JYAISTHA26,1929 


[Part II— Sec. 3(ii)] 


^nd whereas M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial Development & Investment Corporation Limited, having registered 
office atjldyog Bhawan, Tilak Marg, Jaipur-302 005 is developing a Growth Centre at Growth Centre (Ext.) Dholpur, 
District-I^olpur, Rajasthan-328 027; 


And whereas the Central Government has approved (he said Growth Centre vide Ministry of Commerce and 
Industry letter No. 15/121/2005-ID dated 6-12-2006 subject to the terms and conditions mentioned in the annexure to this 
notification; 

ijlow, therefore, in exercise of fte powers conferred by clause (iii) of sub-section (4) of Section 80-IA of the said 
Act, the ([Central Government hereby notifies the undertaking, being developed and being maintained and operated by 
M/s. Rajakthan State Industrial Development and Investment Corporation Limited, Jaipur, as an industrial park for the 
purposes bf the said clause (iii). 

ANNEXURE 

'ibe terms and conditions on which the approval of the Government of India has been accorded for setting ug ©f 


I. (j) N^e of the Industrial Undertaking 

\ 

1 

: Rajasthan State Industrial Development & 
Investment Corporation Limited 

(ii) Prpposed location 

1 

: Growth Centre (Ext.) Dholpur, 

District-Dholpur, Rajasthan-328027 

(iii) Ai)ea of (jTowth Centre 

(iv) Proposed activities 

: 871561.92 Square Meters 

Nature of Industrial activity with NIC code 

NIC Code 

Description 

S.No. Section Division Group Class 

A : 2&3 — — _ 

- 1 1 ^ 

Manufacturing 

(v) Percentage of allocable 
ar^a earmarked for 

Industrial use 

: 91.65% 

(vi) Percentage of allocable 
ar^ earmaiiced for 

: 8.35% 

commercial use 


(vii) Mjntmum number of industrial units 

12 Units 

(viii) Tdtal investments proposed 
(Afnount in Rupees) 

: 1347.96 lakhs 

0x) Investment on built up space for industrial use 
(Amount in Rupees) 

; Na 

00 Inyestmeitt on Infrastructure Development including 
investment on built t^) space for industrial use 
(i^ount in Rupees) 

; 906.08 lakhs 

(xO Proposed date of commencement of the Groth Centre 

: 31-03-2006 


Z Tbe minimum investment on infrastructure development in a Growth Centre shall not be less than 50% of the 
total project cost. In the case of a Growth Centre which provides built-up space for industrial use, the minimum expenditure 
on infrastAicture development including cost of construction of industrial space, shall not be less than 60% of the total 
project cost. 

y. Infrastructure development shall include, roads (including approach roads), water supply and sewerage, common 
effluent tr^tment facility, telecom network, generation and distribution of power, air-conditioning and such other facilities 
as are for tjommon use for industrial activity which are identifiable and are provided on commercial terms. 

4 No single unit referred to in column (2) of the Table given in sub-paragraph (b) of paragraph 6 of S.O. 354(®) 
dated the 1 st April, 2002, shall occupy more than fifty per cent of the allocable industrial area of a Growtfri^entre. For this 
purpose a unit means any separate and distinct entity for the purpose of one and more state or Central tax laws. 
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5. Necessary ^rovals. imauding that for foreign direct investment or non-resideBt Indim mvestoent by die 
Foreign Investment Promotion Board or Reserve Bank of India or any authority specified under any law for thfe time being 
in force, shall be taken separately as per the policy and procedures in force. 

6 . Hie tax benefits under *• Act can be availed <rf only after the number of units indicated in Pam 1 (vii) of this 
Notification, are located in the Growth Centre. 

7. M/s. Rajasthan State Iiuhi«rial Peveiopment & Investment Corporation Limited, 

operate the Growth Centre di^g dtt|)eriod.m which the benefits under clause (iii) of sub-section (4) of Section 80-IA o 

the Income-tax Act, 1961 are to be availed. 

8 In case the commencement of the Growth Centre is delayed by more than one year from the date iralirated in 
Para t (xi)of this notification, fresh approval will be reijuifed under the Industrial Park Scheme, 2002, for availing benefits 
undCT sub-section 4(iii) of Section 80-IA of the Incoma Tax Act, 1961 

9, The approval wiH be hivtfid and MAi. Rajasthan SUte Industrid Development & Investment Corporation 
Limited, Jaipur, shall be solely fes|)onsiWe for any repercussions of such invalidity, if 

CO the application on the basis of which the approval is accorded by the Centr^ Government contains wrong 
informatkm/miskiformation or scmie material information has nottN^ provided in it. 


(ii) it is foj^the location of the Growth Centre for whkh app-oval has already been accorded in the name of 
another undertaking. 

10. In case M/s. Rajasthan Industrial Development & Investment Corpomtion Limited, Jaipur, ^nsfers the 
operation and maintenance of the Growth Centre (i.e., transferor undertaking) to anaWer undertaking tr^sferee 

undertaking), the transferor and transf^ee shall jointly intimate to the Entrepreneurial Assistance Unit of the Secretanat tor 

Industrial Assistance, Department of Industrial Policy and Promotion, UdyogBhawan, New Delhi-11 alongwi acopyo 
the agreement executed between toe transferor tad transferee undertaking for the aforesaid transfer. 

11 . The conditions mentioned in tois notification as well, as those included in the Industrial Park Sdteme, 2002 
should be adhered to during toe period for which benefits under this scheme are to be availed. The Central Goy^i^m 
withdraw the above approval in case M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial Development & Investment Corporation Limited. 

Jaipur, faik to comply with any of toe conditions, 

12 Any amendment of the project flan without tite approval of the Central Government or detection in future, or 
failure on the part of the applkant to disclose any material fact, will invalidate the approval of the Growth Centre. 

(notification No. I82/2007/F. No. 178/68/2007-rrA-I] 
DEEPAK GARG, Under Secy. 


^n?5ft,30 7li,2007 


w.3ir. 1696.-^ aipnnt aifllPitm 1961 (Wei« 43) (’Wi airt aiMwi, ujw vpn t) ^ nro 80 ^ 

bft 3>llira (" 4 ) ^395 (iii) 5ro3IHI4l)Wif in3rtN4iT*fl?,*4?7ITTO^l ail?!, 1997 31 31^,2002 

IM («) 30 1999 1 Site . 1997 ^ ^ ^ ^ 31 

tlrt,2(K)6 hitimra satefnifr ftltlTnBB tR 354(31) ^ «1H<I «Vi w=ti«4 (3?l#fiT9r4mfa«7 

3ten(=l ft3?in) nft iMPi* 4ft #48T WW ^ aifttqr^d 4ft t; 

tipf, ^-302005t,45ft?ira (ft4«fe) tN ’ipjlt, (te?n-3ipk, 7fiR*IH-34100l ^ rq*w 

06-12-2006 ^ 15/139/2005-311^ ^ ^ 3Rpf?r 'Sm ^ ♦? 

T?ci^ ^ TO (Hi) ^ ^ ^ ^ wim Tfe 
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! 31^ 


1. (i) 

(ii) -WPf 

i 

(iii) 

(iv) ^J4iib6in : 


: ll'Jf'eqR ^ 

wtR7pt% 

f«JCU-^Tnfk, 7f^R«?B-341001 
; 87.101^ 


^ 3n^ ^ flTeoi ^ '«ht4<htiR ^ 








3i5«im 


iwm 




M 




! 2WS 




(v) 

irf^RRT 



93.68% 


4.32% 


24 

271.67 

246.31 ma 


■ ^ ^«TH ^ f?T4?T 

4f) 

(x) tqcw« f^Rl4f 

^ m 1^ 4^ Tl!f% i (7^ 

(xi) -qi^ ^ 311^ ^ 3R?Tlf^ j 31-03-2006 

^ ^ t, ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 

^ ^ 9RmI'>iii cTPlW ^ 60% ^ #?T | 

_3- H ^ ^ ^), ^snjirp <wt 7it«H ftroi 

■ r_r_- '*li ^ ' ^ 354 («) ^ Wff 6 ^ ^ %iJW (13) # inftliFT * TOW (2) 

fro 3ilBlPw«i3 3!T 50%^ 31^31 ^ l?H1WtTO«{ 

WWt?33j3n^T W;W1^ ^ 3rfiwf1FW3TtW1^^3^3n^^TP»5H^ftWfalft 3imiWrf3lWTO1=ft^» I 

...Ji.. f-^’ f rh*"* ^3Wt<=i 5^^ sm -SR^JS 3^ aiPranfr inwHi Ww 3i«wt 

«TOi)3 W im 3^ 1^ 3nif TOI* ftftfe 3i)^ ,,rf^ 

6. wIsiRi^i^^i (viO^W4R64«a4i^'?TO^-^ii)*i^^3wftira?H^^wRi^^3rt¥5TO 

3FrPF! ^ ^j3IRT ^ f I 

-1... r- iram^i ^ 

IISW iTO 3Wf«| ^ 3TOR srf^PwiI, 1961 3ft wit 80 II 31 3ft ^IWro (4)^ ISfS (iii) ^ 3Wpfa TOT ftWin^ 11 
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TO!16, 2007/g4>g26,1929 

8. ^ 111*? ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 1 (\\) ^ Hl^ ^ Tit^>5ip^ i 7k 

3n*raFt 3|N5 w>?, 1961 ^ WI 80 n V ^ 4 (iii) tl 3 Mb ^ 2062 

ar^ ^ ^:J^k^'^R<RT aitftw iNi i 

9. *nr 3?3»?k^ tl ^w«R RFte ^rfl?iRf -aw^ 

3?tKrm ^ iifiifiSTn ^ tl #n, *?f^ 

(i) 3??t^ -q^r ^R?^ 3??^ ^ ^ ^ 3?3idq=T wf l^ w t, ^ ^ 4t*t«w4t^ 3N*ir mfifw 

'q ^ 1^ I 

(ii) ^ ■3q?T ttI*? "to ^ 3wtl«?f^tg t 3?fRkqftRll 3?5*r'3q?Fq^q^qm tq6^tl^3n6®rfl6*n;^ ti 

qjTii^RRai^iFTft*#^'4Mi»q (aftrh^^Rrt^-gqaR?) ^ gmiffftaa i ^tKury^f a|q aqjw g^ow 
^ 1^ sFRniiR# 4? 3Rift?ft -aqiR? tN fqwif^ w ^ 3ifir ^ m aidiw ^iww air qWq 

ft’Rlil, ‘ililq iwq, ^ 1 ^ diWin^l WI46I rf^6 ?tq ^ r[j^ 1|i^ I V. 

11. w tf ^ *& mcr-rpf ali^Pw 'qpt r^H 2002 #111^ ■a’T’^^s? ’di^MWH ’grr afwf^f 

^ >lrH fMr ■aiH? W “’P^ ^ sRpfe 77m itr? “Pinr ■ant f rimsR 4M ^46 

t ^ tr?rf ^r'lfwn ^c 4wM4<i i(« i-twtd %»1?^ 2002 3f«?an ^ 

a?f^R^ ^ ftRft tl ^ ^ aijqiTR t a(?r?qn?r w 11 

«T«r ^ ^ 13R?tq^ ^ aroqRT rwqt, liH tfer ^ 3?5i|qq ^ aite 

[aqf^^JIR?. 183y2007mri 178/68/2007-a6;m%-I] 

tlwM,awrr?f^ 

New DeBu, the 30th May, 26dF 
(]NCOME.TAX) 

SLCX 1696.^Whereas die Central Government in exercise of Oicpowna conferred by clause^ui) of swlvsection 
(4)ofSection80-IAofdiehicx)i8e'taxAct, 1961 (43 of 1961 )(l}ereinaOsfre|Frad(oaslhesakl Act),haslnniiedandtx>tilied 
a scheme for mchistrial park, by ^ notifications of the Government of Ihiia in the Ministry of Comniaee and Industry 
(Department of hidustrial and Promotion) vide number S.0.193(9, dated the SOth Match, 1999, for die period 

beginniag on the 1st day of ^ril, 1997 and ending on the 31st day ofMarch2002 and vide number S.0.354^ dated the 
1st day of April, 2002, for theperiod begaming on die 1st day of April, 1990tod ending on the 31stday of Nfeuch, 2006; 

And udien»s M/s. Rajasdian State Industrial Devek^mient A lavesliMm CcMpoiation Limited, having registered 
office at U(fyQg »iawan, Hlak Marg, Jaipin>3Q20Q5 is developti^ a Growti Centre at Industrial (SpliD^^Grwoth Cratre 
ParbatSar, Nagain, BistrkX-NagHv, R^aath»-341<)01; 

And whereas the Ceittril Government has approved the said QroWlh (>ntre vide Ministry of Commnee and 
•Industry letter No. 15/139i/200S*-Ii>dated 6-12-*2(X)68idijecttio the tnmsandi^idttions mentioned in theannexure to this 
nothicattem; 

Now, therefore, ni exeimse of die powers conforr^ by dause (iil)/of s^seetkm (4) of ^otionSO^IAof the said 
Act, the Cesdeal Government toeby notices the undertai^, bring ^vefop4l and bekig ti^iiteined afid^^^^ by 
M/s. Rajasi&eh Industrial Devek^xnent & Investment Cenporatioa Limied, Jaipur, as ui indfistrlri p«k for the 
purposes of the said clause (iii). 

ANNKIiBS 

The terms and conditions on which the approval of the Oove?nnieat offolM has been accorded for setting up of 
a Growth Certtre by M/s. Raja^uh State Indt»ttiai Develt^im^ A biveftnent Cnpcua^m Limited. Jaipur. 

1. (i) Name ofdie Industrial Undertaking : RAjasthm State Industrial Devefopmeot & 

fovestirent Cfuporation Limited. 

(u) Proposed location : IadustriU(Splh)Growmeeimei^r^ 

Nag8ur,t>islrict-Nagiiur. R4iasthmi^341 ()01 
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(in) Area of pdustrial Park : 87.10 acre 

(iv) Proposejd activities 

Nature of Industrial activity with NIC code 


NIC Code Description 


ection _ Division Group '_ Class 

&3_—-_— — Manufacturing 


(v) Percentige of allocable : 93.68% 

nailcedfor 
il use 

(vi) Percentige of allocable : 4.32% 

naikedfor 
cialuse 

m number of industrial units : 24 Units 

vestments proposed : 271.67 lakhs 

t in Rupees) 

Ox) Investmjent on built up space for Industria l use : Nil 

t in Rupees) 

(x) Investnilcnt on Infrastnictote Development i including : 246.31 lakhs 

mt on built up ^»ce for industrial use 
t in Ri:^>ees) 

i date of commencement of the In( histrial Park : 31-03-2006 

: minimum investment on infrastru c.ture development in a Growth Centre shall not be less than 50% of the 
t. In the case of a Growth Centre which provides built-up space for industrial use, the minimum expenditure 
e development including cost of con,struction of industrial space, shall not be less than 60% of the total 


^structure developimnt shall include, ro ads (including ^proach roads), water supply and sewerage, common 
at facility, telecom network, genersition and distribution of power, air-conditioning anfl such other facilities 
on use for industrid ^ivity whichi are identifiable and are provirled on commercial terms. 

single unit referred to in column (7) of the Table given in sub-paragraph (b) of paragraph 6 of S.0.354<E) 
.dril, 2002j sh^l occi^y more than ffifty pen^t of the allocable industrial area of an Growth Centre. For this 
leans any separate and distinct eiatity for (the purpose of one and more state or Central tax laws. 

essary i^royals» including that; for foreign direct investment or non-resident Indian investment by the 
lent Promotion Board or Reservo Bank of India or any authMity specified under any law for the time being 
i taken separately as per die pol icy and procedures in force. 

tax benefits und^ the Act can 'he availed of only after the number of units indicated in Para 1 (vii) of this 
i located in the Growdi Centre. 

. Rajasthan State Industrial Development & Investment Corporation Limited, Jaipur, shall continue to 
vth (^tre during the period in vriiioh the benefits und^ clause (iii) of sub-section (4) of Section 80IA of the 
! 961 are to be availed 

ase the commencement of thij Growth Centre is delayed by more than one year from the date indicated in 
5 notification, fresh apivovai will be required under the Industrial Park Scheme, 2002, for availing benefits 
in 4(iii) of Section 80IA of the Income Tax Act, 1961. 

approval will be invalid and M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial Development & Investment Corporation 
shall be solely responsible for any repercussions of such invalidity, if 

tie application on die basis of which tjie approval is accorded by the Central Government contains wrong 
nformation/misinformation or some material information has not been provided in it. 

t is for the location of the Gniwth Centre for which approval has already been accorded in the name of 
nodier undertaking. 
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10. In case M/s. Rajasthan Industrial Development & Investtnent Coipori^on Limited Jaipur, transfm the 
operation and maintenance of the Growth Centre (i.e., transferor undertaldtig) to anOAer iuidertakin|^ (i.e., the tr^^ 
uiKlertaking), die transfoxn: ^ transferee shall jointly intimate to the Entrepireneurial Assistance Unit of the iSecretariat for 
Industrial Assistance, Defwtment of Indwtri^ Policy and Promotion, Udyog Bhaiygn, New^DeUii*! 1 along widi a copy of 


1 1. The conditions mentioned in this notification as well as those included in the Industrial Park Scteme, 2002 
should be adhered to during the period for whMi benefits imder diis scheme aieto be avaik^lrThfe Central Govemment may 
withdraw die above approval in case M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial Devebopmrat & InvestmeiU CrnpoitKion Limited, 
Jaipur, fails to conqily with any of the conditions. 

12. Any amendment of the project plan without the approval of die Central Government or detection in future, or 


failure on the part of the ^^licant to disclose any material fact, will invalidate die approval of die Growth Centre. 

[Notificdtkm No^ 1^5/2007/F. No. ™ 

DEEPAKGARG, Under Secy. 




36'*1^,2007 




(smm) 

1697.—i96i (i96i itT 43) (^‘ ^ ^ w mt t) ms so ^ ^ 

^ ^ (iii) ws TOi wt Tpih 1 3 T 5 h?r, 1997 ^ ^ iw 31 2002 

^ 3 ff. 193 (ar)f^ 30 ?i^, l 999 ^^-?mr 1 

31 an. 354(3?) i# ajk aftr 

^ tM<iRan4 fa, 

■aw3?-3O20O5 ^ ♦, 3N > f>w» iN wmK, 1^-^, iWWR f ^ ^ m mmti 

^ ^ 41 ^ 46 -^VIlfhKI RR*! fld’t TUff ^ tft?? Stfrl 

6-12-2006 ''HI R. 15/107/2005-3n^ ^ 3!;?pfn"nCTf 3?3ntf^ IhRT 


3w ^ ^ tim 80 r Rc ^ f4) nfe (Hi :)'8ro to m ^ wm 

TO Rte (iii) ^ alilAflW ^ ^ ^^ %♦, 

gRT Ih4>fad TO 3?^tftw »RlftW R1.X^ TO TOR ^ RR# t I 

W*S^ . ■ : 

TTu 3lranW^?w 

^ T01^ ♦ 


1 . (i) 4ft||lPl4> TOri? m ^ 

: T1R?RH 1^5PJ5PW T!^ 

thiMRw IS., 

(ii) !44dlfild TO 

; Wtf^, 1^-^, TIRTO 

(ai) 3?|fft^p RT #TO?T 

: 62.50 W5 

(iv) HWlPw 4>l*fV<ilW ; 


3?f^ ^ TO ^ftlllPieb R»t 




' m"'"' ' . 

V 2T??13 - 


(v) aftlilPPh «4dlfa« 

x^jmr 


snafejftn #51 ■RTHfir?!?? 
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(vi) 

(vii) 

(viii) TOlfiR 
(be). 

(71% 

(x) 

1 %^' 

(xi) afMfjra? 

2 . 

3W5R^^ 


3. 
T^’ 

PWwRI 


4. 

'aRmfiaff 
y4M4i«l lififni 
I 
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Z97% 

13^ 

1,27,17,000 

1,12,96,000 

31-3-2006 




75 ^ ^ 1 ^ ( 71 % 

^ %T^ W?r 7 « 1 H 

”773?Nfcp^ 

f rf% 7 « 1 H TR fi#?T lit t (^ 

, 31-3-2006 

T^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 

^ ^ ^*<Unf ^TPm ^ ‘60% ^ ^ ^ ^ I 

—^ <”> ^ ^ («) ^ cnteR ^^(2)4 

Ilf^nf in 30TOin TP6 ^ «fwK TP, 3,q^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ,pj)^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 

2^^ ftNf firtn T^ ^ 5,^ ^ 

irSlllS # r* ^ ^ ^ ^^ 

-nrftTTtmfiiiil 

irt T^ ^ nnin,;^ ,,«, la IP, 001,.,: ,!> 

^ ^ 4 (iU) ,# m 3n<n in^ 1^ fe, ^ ,002 ^ 

m TmH, w, -agW ipH, 1,^ ftwft-i 1 ^ auMTildoi Ttowa i ^jfe ligia li, ^ ^ i 
* ,ibn, ^ ^ 2<»2 ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ «Tn^ ^ 3^ 

A *i'iU»Hft,.,iray sftdtft,,^2002 ^toT wrar^ 







ml 




12 . 

?!«? '3FT <S\MI<1H ^ 3RW^ <UHI» 3T^ ’’^ ^ • 

184/2007m^. 178/68/2007-311^.1^.-1^ 

3WC 

/ . .... 

Ifcw I>dhi,.Ac 30da May, 20C^ 

(IN€X)ME-TAX) 

S.O. l«y7,— Whereasthe(>ntralGovcrnmcntmexcrciscofthepowersconfcr^ 


a Scheme for Industrial Park, by the notiiications oi me uovcramcm ui ... - . 

(Department of Industrial Pdli^ and Ptomotidn) vide number S.0.193(E), ^ the 

begLiing on the 1st day of April, 1997 and ending on die 3 tst day of March, 20^ 

I stday of April, 20€>2, for die period beginning on the Ist day of AprH, 1997 andeftdmgon theSlstday of March. 

And whereas M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial Development & InvestniOTt Corporation Limit^, having rcgistered 
office at Udyog Bhawan. Tilak Marg, Jaipiir-302005 is developing an industrial Park at liidusmal Area Taranagar, 
DisIrict^lTlpnivRajasthan; 

And whereas the Central Government has approved *e said fodustrial Park vide Minis^ of Commera »d 
Industry letter No. 15/l<n/200$-ID dated 6-12-2006 st^^ terms and conditions mentioned in Hie ^nexure to this 

notification; 


Now, therefore, in exercise oflhe powers conferred by clause (in) orsuD-secnon >ycKy^u 

Act, the Central'Gbvemment hereby *Mlfies the nndartiking, being developed and bemgmammined °Pf^ 
M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial Development & Investment Corporation Limited, raipur, as an Industnal Park for the 
purposes of the said clause (iii). 


The terms and conditions on which the approval of the Cfovernm^ ot India has oeen accorow lur mju g 
an Industrial Park by M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial Development & Investment Corporation Limited, Jaipur. 

1 (i) Name of the Industrial Undertaking : Rajasthm State Industrial Dewlopment & 

Invi^tment Corporation Limited 

ffi) Proposed location : Tamnagar, Djslrirt-Chuni, Rajasthan 


(ii) Proposed location 

(iii) Area of Industrial Park 

(iv) Proposed activities: 


62.50Acres 




Section 

2&3 


NIC Code 


I^vision 


Gfoiq? 


Manirfaichiring 


(v) Percentage of allocable 

: 97j03% 

area earmarked for 

Industrial use 


(vi) PCTcenlage of allochble 

: isn% 

area earmarked for 
commercial use 

(vii) Minimum numbw of industrial units 

13 Units 

(viii) Total investments proposed 

: 1,27.17,000 

(Amount in Rupees) 

Cix) Investment on built ^ 

: Nil 

(Amount in Rupees) 



2646 Gl/07—3 
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1,12,96,000 


(x) Jnvestment on Infrastructure Development including 

i n vestment on built up space for industrial use. 

(Amount in Rupees) 

(xi) 1 *roposed date of commencement of the Industrial Park 3 1 -3-2006 

I minimum investment on infrastructure development in an Industrial Park shall not be less than 50% of the 

on infra' \ totrial Park which provides built-up space for industrial use, the minimum expenditure 

^ ^ ^ development including cost of construction of industrial space, shall not be less than 60% of the total 

f include, roads (including approach roads), water supply and sewerage, common 

al^fl .srm generation and distribution of power, air-conditioning and such otL facilities 

as are foi common use for industrial activity which are identifiable and are provided on commercial terms. 

dated the tst'Amn®^“r!r^ “® of the Table given in sub-paragraph (b) of paragraph 6 of S.O. 354(E) 

da^ the 1 St April, 2)()2, shalloccupy nrore than fifty per cent of the allocable industrial area of an Industrial Park. For this 

purpose 1 unit means any spp^ and distinct entity for the puipose of one and more State or Central tax laws. 

For,.io I .^f***!^ approvals, including that for foreign direct investment or non-resident Indian investment by the 

in force, shall be taken separately as per the policy and procedures in force. ^ 

MntJfir. of after the number of units indicated in Para I (vii) of this 

Notificat ion. are located in the Industrial Park. • oi a n, vu; oi un^ 

ODeratetiie!!lH!!i.tri!^ Development & Investment Corporation Limited, Jaipur, shall continue to 

foe ■" of sub-section (4) of Section 80-IAof 

Para 1 (xi ! oJ foi^tfoIl'wfoTT""' “I?® i" 

Limited, Li^!s3lT«folyms^Is'bt to^ Corporation 

( I ) tile application.on the basis of which the approval is accorded by the Central Government contains wrong 
intormation/misinformation or some material information has not been provided in it. 

(II) It is for the^location of the Industrial Park for which approval has already been accorded in the name of 
j another undertaking. 

operationhd Development & Investment Corporation Limited, Jaipur, transfers the 

n^^lv^n . Industrial Park (i.e., transferor undertaking) to another undertaking (i.e., the transferee 

the aS^Mt .s ” . Ullyog Bhnwan, New Delhi-11 along with a copy of 

the agreement executed between the transferor and transferee undertaking for the aforesaid transfer. 

should heidi.^ ‘"clx'led in the Industrial Park Scheme, 2002 

wid^Law dunng the period for which benefits under this scheme are to be availed. TheCentral Government may 

Ja^lt 1 M/S-State Industrial Development & Investment Corporation Limited. 

Jaipur, fai|s to comply with any of the conditions. 

failure onte‘'„^«"?^"‘""®1- Cen'f'*' Government or detection in future, or 

failure on ^e part of the applicant to disclose any material fact, will invalidate the approval of foe Industrial Park. 

(Notification No. 184/2007/p. No. 178/68/2007-ITA-I] 

DEEPAK GARG, Under Secy. 

I ^ , 30 2007 

(3TT^?^) 

3ir«lf¥p?, 1961 (1961 ^ 43) (^' 3trt i) hit 80 ?l 

^ ^ ^TttljCI (4 ) ^ ^ (iii) 5RI TO ^Ifhrp# tBI 3Fik IK, ^ ^ 1 3tte, 1997 ^ ^ 8)^imi 31 rtrt, 2002 
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^ w?r ^ ^ ^ m 3?t (sr) iw i mrt XF iT«n 31 , 

2006 ^ ^#1t^^?telt 3?l '35^(#) <4iw 3?iT 

3f>T TF3R»?FT^^ «pnftyH %., ^7^, Rici<?j 

TTPf, ^^3^-302005 t, ‘^Traf ^ t; 

% T?? ^ 3T^pN w ^frtrlte snifh qiNr>«< ^ ^ 

19-12-2006 15/128/2005-311^ ^ ^ ^7^^ "3^ sttw tit^ ^ f^ t; 

3TO -3^ ^ «inT 80 % ^ ^ ■JTORT (4) ^ 'Ofe <! iii) 37^ Tjfelf 

-3^ 1315 (Hi) ^ 3fh#w» ^ Tr5R*7Pf iai^n^fe §»^w44 «f»i'*R^n %., 

^pi^c "sro ^ aififlw ^ irti^ t i 

3l^#M 

71^ 1^ 'at ^ mm ^ tiareqR kii i(€l^<!i T^s: §4^^%• ^ 3ifl^(*M> 'ai^ 

^ifeTT % -gn^ ^ wr 11 " - ^ ci . . 

1. (i> a^l^)f^ra» ■3MSFH wf ^ t ‘'^ 

(ii) 

(in) 3^haH^'araf ^ ?Na>?T : 74.00 

(iv) 3n<flPw 4»!4<H<Hm : 


^ tft ato ^ aiW: atepRF afPpBHR '; 



aa3i»<#af^ 

■ . -v ■■ ;• 



-. , -,. . -.v. 


■a>atT. 

3i5«na 

aam 

■ i a:.:W* 

9W 



-.5 • •. 


a> 

2 * 15^3 

- - 


PiPwM 



. 


(v) 3i^«lPi<?> yjw^Vi bi«!tfq« : 100% 

3flnwz^ ^ api ■afinw 


(vi) eiir^iM* ■3aata ^ r«H PiyfRd t 4^ 

’jpT ^ y(«ivw 

(vii) 3li€i)0i4> ^f^dli ^ tiOTi 5 ' 


(viii) Pl^t4 (11% • 161.99 ?rR3 

(ix) aN t Pr^i ?a^ > i # %a "mR at ^ 

(aif^^^) 


(x) -at ^ 1 ^ ^liqiPieb OTftn #r 

T^ fai*WI ^ 'll tillw 5 (tlTO^aa h) 

(xi) 4iiiPi% ■ai#7^ 311^ y^^iPid 1^ 


j 141.58^ 



: M-(^-2006 


■ar^ ^ afNatPiar -aa#! ^ Wm Tm aaR t, ^ M 3®e|lPi% 3 ^ PniH ^ wr '^m 

'ST^RTT'RT at '^^Ra aftalaai rfrt 60% ^ a>a nVn i 

3 . artaai t^wna ^ (^aaaf a«a» trf^) * a*ir ^aa arer “?Na 'gpwr> ttoPa '^earaf, 1^ 

■FRiaa "aa'I^iata, arai^aa a*ii ai^ aj|f ^ftiAPw iw^asTiiia ^ aww 4aai*i ^ 1^ 5 # atPaf^a^ 
laakafta "aa a^ao ^ r 
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^ ■^^niFP 6 # "3^ '^TUTTF (TaT) 4 dtldchl (2) 

I 

j ■ ■ ^^ 

■ .^-. t'***'*'^ W^atgjqrafwat »TOi^Myi3?»igT 

fc!4 3T.TO W WPI11^ fWt ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ t; ^ ™ 

ftpn^ini?m I 

^ ^ w*? w^ f I 

«T^f^3raf(i^-3tPm3imiwi, 1961 ^«jro80if^^^TORt(4)^i^(iii) i 

utaPi^aififiTO. i96i^tnTt80^^^^qro4(iii) ^sMb? imw^^ftn;aMPR? 2002 ^ 
3T?m«f ^ 3^ :|Hkn w^ 3fT^%cf #tt \ 

9 . jk 313>i)bb 31^ It 3in?>n alk 4w(i wawH ^ tisBrrtfs 155 5 %s^fe ^ %ft 

m %ift Tifcif^ ^ i\ -qf^ 


8. -5 

TT^ 3Tf? 
3T?rf«f ^ ST’ 


(i) jsn^ Tj^ fm^ smK ^ ^ t^h t, w ii/^i-ciHi s^mi 

(ii) 

■t I 

} 

■6WM<"I^^3nR'>WBf 3?lT KIBRrfl 4<1*H ^ Tlfil ^ ^Biq sftaMiHT WBBt sfiste BifB 

am wiB ra>|ni, 'Bft B^roftBrai-aOTin ^ ^^jbb-bbj ^ 1 

j. ii ^ ^ ^ 2002 ^nfim ^ iniff BB aijqiBH 3 ^ sram 

^ ^ ^ ^^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 
^ xt^ fa ^ ^ ^ 2002 ftftB ^ 3T»raT ?a 

m ^ TRf ^ 313^1^-4' 3Fr?5^ jmi\ 

7r«q ^ -3^^1123 ^ 3TO^ 7^, afl^jlHi* ■qi ^'% a;i3*fl^ ^ ^ i 

[ -^r. 185/2007m Tf. 178/68/2007-3n.^. fq. -I] 

New Delhi, the 30th May, 2007 
(INCOME-TAX) 

/ 2 i^ Tc ^*^*oL Government in exercise of the powers conferred by clause (iii) of sub-section 

(4)ofSection8p-IAofthe Income-tax Act, 1961 (43of 1961) (hereinafter refeired to as the said Act), hds framed and notified 

a^heme for industrial park, by the notifications of the Government of India in the Ministry of Commerce and Industry 
(Department of Industrial Policy and Promotion) vide number S.O. 193(E), dated the 30th March, 1999, for the period 
^ginning on % l^day of April, 1997 and ending on the 31st day of March, 2002 and vide number S.O. 354(E) dated the 
1st day of Apn|, 2002, for the period beginning on the 1 st day of April, 1997 and ending on the 31 st day of March, 2006; 

fr f M/^Rajasthan State Industrial Development & Investment Corporation Limited, having registered 

office at Udyoi Bhawan. Tilak Marg. Jaipur-302005 is developing an Industrial Park at Hattipura Industrial Area Bundi 
Distnct-Bundi,[Rajasthan; 





3(ii)3 


And whereas the Central Govonment has appoved ^e sa^ vj^ 

Industry letter No. 15/128/2005-ID dhil^ 19-12-2006 si&ject to the cbi^igpns ^o.this 

notification; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the p6^ei« cb^d^ by j^ai^,(iii^ pf (4)^ pf . ^pptipn ^lA 

Act, the Centnd Govemitient hereby notifies the uhddrtali^g, Ibeing develof^ and tei^g by 

M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial Development & Investment Corporation Limited, Jaipur, as an industr^ parie for the 
purposes of the saiddause (iii). - 

‘Y if- * . ' \t-. * i ... 

The tmns and conditions cm which the ai^oyal of the Gpyernn^nt pf bidiai^ 
an Industrial Park by M^. Rajasthiih State Indiistnd l6eyel6pmeni'& 


I. (i) Name ofthe Industrial Undertaking, 


(ii) Proposed location 


: St^Jb^us^a}.£^Y#(^nient 

: Bundl, pistrictrBundi, 


(iii) Area of Industrial Park 

(iv) Proposed activitiej^^ 


: 74.pqAc|»s 


Section 


NtiteteoflhdustHai atktevl^ 


NlC'Cpde"' |)e?cpii 


Division Gsotq? . Class-/. yn' 


^MihiufaiW 


(v) Percentage of allocable 
area earmaiked for 
Industriiil use 


(vi) Percentage of allocable 
area earmaiked for 
comm^ialuse 

(vii) Minimum numb^ of industrial units r / f. ?9|huts 

(viii) Total investments proposed , .. r .♦ 161.99 lAhs 

(Amount in Rupees) 

fix) Investnnent on built up space fbr Austria! 0 % : N^ ' ! ' 

(Amount in Rupees) 

(x) Investment on InfrastructureDevelopnientindudmg r l4l.581akhS ‘ 

investnion on built up space fdr ind^ftrtel use ^ - 

(Amount in Rupees) y; * :'•.— 

(xi) Proposed date of commencepaenipflltelwlpdriali^a^ -:;: : ^l-JOaT^pOlSi: t- 

2. The minimum investment cmpifrestipCUimdev^ipm^ in anlmteatriaiRuk shall;iiciM4te»il^^ 50% ofthe 
total project cost In the case of an Industrial Park which |:^vi^ b|iilt-up spi^ for ^usjtrial u^dj^miniggii^ 

on infrastructure development incfudmg cost bfi*niWucti(W 6niM^smrfspacc, s® hot life leSra^ bl die total 
prqjectcost --•"-■/i- -x ^ ^ 

3. Infrastructore devdc^mu^ ihuUftc^ (indudi^ iqiproadi iMds )4 watik 
effluent treatment facility, telettom netwmk, gen^atiou ai^ (di^bihPbiibf ()pwer« 

as are for common use for industrid activity which are i^nd^t^ahd am pix)vid€id on ' 

4. No single unit referred to in column (2) of the Table given in sub-paragraph (b) of paragraph 6 of S.0.354(E) 
dated the 1 st April, 2002, shall occupy more than fifty perceht^die allocable indusUial area of an Industrial Park. Fc»’ this 
purpose a unit means any separate and distinct entity for thepuipQcetifithte'midmimhtate th-Ceffltttf 

5. Necessary approvals, including that for foreign direct investment or imn-ies^efft-ihlBaii 

Foreign Investment Promotion Board or Resole Bimk of India or any authority specified under aityjay^for-.^ tii^b^^ 
in force, shallbetaken separately as per the politty did procedures in force. 
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KTi r- •*“****’of only After the number of units indicated in Para 1 (vii)ofthis 

N<>tificatton, are l(x:ated in the Industrial Park^ 

7. M/s lUjaslhan Stete Industrial Development & Investment Corporation Limited. Jaipur, shall continue to 
operate the Indiu trial Park during the period in which the benefits under clause (iii) of sub-section (4) of Section 80IA of the 

Income-tax Act, 1961 are to be availed. 

!>. w ^ commencement of the Industrial Park is delayed by more than one year from the date indicated in 

nira I (xi) of ton notification, fresh approval will be required under the Industrial Park Scheme, 2002, for availing benefits 
under sub-sectio 1 4(iii) of Section SOIAof the Income Tax Act, 1961. 

T • ' approval will be invalid and M/s. Rajasthan State Industriai Development & Investment Corporation 

Lunited, Jaipur, i ihall be solely responsible for any repercussions of such invalidity, if 

0) fr e application cm the basis of which the approval is accorded by the Central Government contains wrong 
ir formation/misinformation or some material information has not been provided in it. 

Cu) It IS for the location of the industrial park for which approval has already been accorded in the name of 
ai loth^ undertaking. 

10. In M/s. Rajasthan Industrial Development & Investment Corporation Limited, Jaipur, transfers the 
T ^»ntenance of the industrial park (i.e., transferor undertaking) to another undertaking (i.e., the transferee 
undertakmg), toe transferor and transferee shdl jointly intimate to the Entr^ieneurial Assistance Unit of the Secretariat for 
Jndustnal Assists nee, Deiwftment of fadustri^ Policy and Proinptipn, Udyog Bhawan, New Delhi-11 along with a copy of 
the agreement ex ecuted beri^een the transferor and transferee undotaking for the aforesaid transfer. 

iA conditions mentioned in tots m^fication as well as those included in the Industrial Park Scheme, 2002 

shotod be adherer I to during the period for which benefits under this scheme arc to be availed. The Central Government may 
wthdraw toe ab<»ve approval in case M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial Development & Investment Corporation Limited 
Jaipur, fails to CO nply wito any of toe conditions. 

12. Any ar^ndment of the project plan without the approval of the Central Government or detection in ftiture, or 
tailure on toe par: of the applicant to disclose any material fact, will invalidate toe approval of toe industrial park. 

[Notification No. I85/2007/F. No. I78/68/2007-rrA-I] 

DEEPAK G ARG, Under Secy. 

I ^ 30 2007 

(3IBTOT) 

1699.—'Jiqfa otiMci x 1961 (1961 ^43) wi) ^ 8011^ 

i 1997 3 1 -> 11^,2002 
193 (a?) fSpimraotiH, 1999 1 aife, I997i^^lftea«ir3i 

2006 aram an. 354(31) ^ TITTO, TRpifRt afk 55k 

^ ^ "qpif ^ aqk ^ t; 

^7 ^-30200 5 ^ t, 1^, jmm aflgtlW « wi tem m %; 

6-12-2006 ^ 15/122/2005-3?!^ ^ ^ SRPhr -3^^ 4gi)Pl4> Rl^ 3!3R)f^ ^ t; 

3?R q•gq?! 80 ^ ^^ (4) ^m (iii) ^^ 

^ ^ a T0I 

1. (i) 

4>n'RvH 





(ii) MWlftP Top . . , , 

' ■ ■ -y. ^ \ - i • - - 




■TO^<, TOTOT 

(Hi) 3?iw\pHI» TO> ^ l^TO 

: 1,72^20 


(iv) TOftRrTONTO : --- -.v . :- 

- ■ - >. . ■ • . • ■ ■ - ■ _■■ _:_ ^'- - _ ^^ 

.\ -‘ 


■■ • " WPlvl ■ ■ ■ 


3?3*mi TO! ■ " 

^ ' 2T?^3 - '■ 1-'':.r!Z'^-^ ', 

-■■ ■■ ^f 


(v) 3jiiJpKb ^ftp( »M[PW r .. . . 

10094^- - ■ ■ r.. : c - ■ ■■ ■■^■' 

; .'■ : ■ ■■■.. ■■ 


3»wz#hN^-si^ 


(vi) ^ Rii^ Pl,*lH<^ 

(vii) 'aAeAPhJh "^pR^f 

(viii) ■SR<!Bf^ ^(-^-^^) 


: 20 ^ 

: 96.73 TO 


(ix) ^ ^*?R ^ 

(x) awm ^WTO -q^C 1^R?^ ^ : 71.73 TO 

(xi) 3yw>w aRi^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 

2. Wt mat? # a wi ^rl t wi i fl ^ f^#W ^ 

' W ^ TO ^aj N l^ TO to 

m ^m*r lanf ^ 

^3iwr «iidii\w ^ ^ 3 ^ 5 ^ ^ diltUPt^ ^ f>i4»« r M ig ^ ^ ^ 


4. 1 3^, 2002-^m. m 354 ( 3 T) 6 W (;2) ^ 

^ TTO 1 ^ 4 fAPi 4 » m 4 > ^ f^fpm ^ zn h^\h yPdvw ^ aifiiy tiro ^ ^ 

« 4 )>inr«J ^ TO< ^ TO*r 3 Hfipir 3 ?^ ^iRifT 3^ w f%Fr 

. \ /v./.’r"'.r^^. ^ 

5. 31WTO 3!3JiMf 1 ^ toI^t ^ ^ sra 5TO t^^aror 3 #t4wtt 

R'S|4 4r<»> aiftwi Tm ti«iM srtH^fq filPlJ^Vi ^ l!fM4»iU| «ft 111^ ^?WT 3rtl!*ffaq¥ ^ 

31^ awm #WT TOn I 


6.' |3ft 1 (vii 

^ 3Rf# ^ TO llW llt f t 



7. iiaTHdd 3TgfftT^^kH 3 l Wi» m4 Twaro^ 

^ ^ 3fTO ^ 3lW^, 1961 ^ ^ 80 F ^ ^ ^TTOT (4 )^ TO ( Hi ) ^ TO% ^ t I 

Cfl 3?r!RR 3Tf«rf5l?R, 1961 ^ t|Rf 80 ^"’ip ^ ^MVRl 4 (Hi) ^ 3JP<1 fS^ dj i alPw ^T^ 2002 ^ 

3f(Pf?r zm 3?y?^ wz ^R^ir 3r^ ^ i 


3I^«^?n ^ 3lf«lfj»»4l ^ 1^ TO ift #!T, 

(i) 3n^ -qw f3Ri^ 3?mR TR ^ TOn^,.sro 315 * 1 ^=! to ter to t; ’^f top ^TOi^^ddi aror 
TOPTO^jTO P^pf 1^ I ■:- 
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■’Traf ^ m 


of Section 
a scheme 
{Departm< 
beginning 
1 St day of' 

/ 

office at U 
Bharatpur 

A 

Industry k 
notificatib 


jii) ^ t 3RT ^ '4*''T?^ ift 31^ W 

I t I 

0. ^ 4q<nH4e %, '3!^ ( 

^ “d'WnM (3r«if?l^ 3i?rft?fr ^ ^idRd ^ alk sraft# 

1^?^, '3«Vi 1^^#-11 ^iWdl y'^dd f^Pdd I 

1. 3rf«R^^ "4 <jR^fisi<l ?Tcff 'HW-‘?TT«? sflalPiet) ■'TT^ 2002 "4 VIlfMd "3^ ^?R!f ^ "3^ 

"siHr teeb -% 3Trpfd ?n«r ■JIM ^ t ^ '3^T^ 31^1^ ^ ■qnn 

4q<nM*TeT^ cninT^yi^i %., >3|«<y 3l|g|firdr'qTd^'^d^, 2002 "4 f^f^d Tldf 3?«l^ ^ 

^ ?Rf STiMIMH •^" 3Rr|j^ t | 

2. ^ 'h^chK ^ to wf '4' 1^ 'w *ft ■?r?fHiR «rf^ -q^n WHT awm ^ 

;W3 dK^ "5^ 3ii4s«r> ^ 3RT?>?T T?3I, Tfld* ^ ^ 3T^ ^ ^ I 

[ n 186/2007m U 178/68/2007-3n.^. f^i.-I] 

i ^H'di Tpf, 3 f^ ^fdd 

i 

i New Delhi, the 30th May, 2007 

dPCQME-TAX) 

.0.1699.--Whereas the Central Government in exercise of the powers conferred by clause (iii) of sub-section (4) 
80-IA of the Income-tax Act, 1961 (43 of 1961) (hereinafter referred to as the said Act), has firmed and notified 
or industrial park, by the notifications of the Government of India in the Ministry of Commerce and Industry 
int of Industriai Policy and Promotion) vide number S.0.193(E), dated the 30th March, 1999, for the period 
on the Istday of April, 1997andendii^on the 31stday of March, 2002 and vide nuntberS.0.354<E) dated the 
April, 2002, for the p«4od beginning on the 1st day of April, 1997 and ending on the 31 st day of March, 2006; 

nd whereas M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial Development & Investment Coiporation Uimited, having registered 
dyog Bhawan, Tllhk Marg, Jaipur-302(X)5 is developing an Industrial Park at Industr^l Area, Jurehra, District- 
Rajasthan; 

nd whereas the Central Government has approved the said Industrial Park vide Ministry of Commerce and 
tter No. 15/122/2p05-ID dated6-12-2006 subject to the terms and conditions mentioned in the annexure to this 


h ow, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by clause (iii) of sub-section (4) of Section SO-IA of the said 
Act, the C entral Government hereby notifies the undertaking, being developed and being maintained and operated by 
M/s. Raja! than State Industrial Development & Investment Corporation Limited, Jaipur, as an industrial park for the 
purposes c f the said clause (iii). 

ANNEXURE 

T le terms and conditions on which the approval of the Government of India has been accorded! for setting up of 
an Industri al Park by M/s. Ra_^asthan State Industrial Development & Investment Corporation Limited, Jaipur. 

1 . 0) Naneofthe Industrial Undertaking, : Rajasthan State Industrial Development & 

Investment Corporation Limited 

fii) Prr posed location Industrial Area, Jurehra, Districl-Bharatpur, 

Rajasthan 

(iii) Aroa of Industrial Park : 1,72,402.20Sq.Mtrs. 

(iv) Prqposed activities 


NIC Code Description 


Section 


Nature of Industrial activity with NIC code 


Division Group Class 

— — — Manufacturing 








(v) Percentage of allocable area earmarked for 
Industrial use 

(vi) P^entage of allocable area earmarked for commercial use 

(vii) Minimum number of industrial units 

(viii) Total investments proposed 
(Amount in Rupees) 

(ix) Investment on built up space for Industrial use 
(Amount in Rupees) 

(x) Investment on Infrastructure Development including 
investment on built up space for industrial use 
(Amount in Rupees) 

(xO Proposed date of commencement of the Industrial Paric 


: 100 % 

: Na 

: ^Units 
; 96.73 lakhs 

: Nil 

: 71.731afchs 
: 31-<)3-i06 


2. The minimum investment on infrastructure development in an Industrial Park diall not be less tiian 50% of the 
total project cost In the case of an IndiBtrial Paric whichprovidesbuilt-upspacc for nKlustrial use, the minimum expenditure 
on infrastructure development including cost of constructiem of industrial space, shall not be less than’-60% of thc^lotal 
project cost. 


3. Infrastructure devdopitmat riialimclude* ioadSi(iiicliidingapfwoai(A‘toaitte), soj^y andsewer^ie, cmnmOT 

effluent treatment facility, telecom network, generation andt^fribution of power,iur-cc»idkioniiig and^imh enher facilities 
as are for common use for industrial activity which are identifiable and are provided on comn^cialtMtns. 


4. No single unit referred to in column (2) of die Table gi ven in sub^paagi^h (b)of paragraidi 6 of S.0.354(E) 
dated the 1 st April,2002, shall occupy moreihan fifty ptt cent of the allocable indusfrial area of an Industrial Park. For this 
purpose a unit means any separate and distihet entity for die purpose of one and more state or Central tax laws. 

5. Necessary approvals, includinjg'diat for foraign direct investment or non-resident Indian investment by the 
Foreign Investment Promotion Board or ReserveBank of India or any authenity specified unite* any law for die time being 
in force, shall be taken separately as per the policy and procedures hi force. 

6 . The tax benefits under the Art can be availed of only after the nunsteofunits^indicaled in Para 1 (vii)ofdiis 
Notification, are located in the Industrial Pvk. 


7. M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial Development & Investment Corporation Limited, Ja^, shall continue to 
operate the Industrial Park during the period in whkdi the benefits under chuiscf iiiXof std>section (4) of Section 80IA of die 
Income-tax Act, 1961 are to be availed. 


8 . In case d» commencement of the industrial Pstffk isdeteyed by;more daHi one year from the date pleated in 
Para 1 (xi) of this notification, fresh apjxroval will be required under dielndustrial Park Scheme,2002, for availn^braefits 
under sub-section 4(iii) of Section 80IA of die Income Tax Art, 1961. 

9. The approval will be invalid and M/s. Riqasthan State ftldistnal Develojnnent •& ^nv^tment Corporation 
Limited, Jaipur, shall be solely responsible for any repercussions of such invalidity, if 

6 ) die application on the basis of vriiich thc approval is accorded by tfaeXteitnd Ctovcrnmcnt contains wnmg 
infornuitioD/misipformation or some material infonmitionhas not becttpnwdded !n:it. 

(ii) it is for the location of the industrial park for which apiaoval has ateady been accorded in^^t^ of 

another undertaking. 

10. In case M/s. Rajasthan Industrial Devdopment & Investment Coipontoi Limited, Jaipur, transfer the 
operation and maintenance of the industrial park (Le., transferor undertaking) to amodicr unctamking (i.e., the tratrtteee 
undertaking), the transferor and transfeee rimll joinUy intimate to die Bifieprenetirial Assisteiice llBit of die Sooetariat for 
Industrial Assistance, Departmentof Industrial Policy and Promotion, Udyog Bha¥«n,'Ncw.Delhi-l 1 along w|ha copy of 
the agreement executed between die traisfetor. and transferee; undrttaking for'die.BfMBsaid'tran8fer. 


11. The conditions mrtitioned in diis notification as well as those inclined in dteiladustrial Pwk S^eme, 2(X)2 
should be adhered to d uri im the prtiod for which benefits under this schrtne are tobeavaiied. The Cmitral Govrtnmeirtmay 
withdraw the above apfffoval in case M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial Developiiifliit-& ^investment Corporation Limited, 
Jaipur, fails to comply widi any of the conditions. 


2646 GI/07—4 
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failure on 

31 2( 

< 

t^=Tf^06- 

< 

■^rfer 1^ 

1. (i) 3f| 

(ii) ■SR 

(iii) al 

(iv) TR 
— 

2. Any amendment of the project plan without the approval of the Central Government or detection in future, or 
the part of the applicant to disclose any material fact, will invalidate the approval of the industrial park. 

[Notification No. 186/2007/F. No. 178/68/2007-ITA-I] 
DEEPAK GARG, Under Secy. 

30 ■R^, 2007 

(StRRIiT) 

fJT.arr. i7oa.~'^3raf^ i96i (i96i ^ 43) ^ t) ^ so ■51 

(4) (Hi) ^ ^ Itr, 1 3?^, 1997 31 2002 

^ 3T^ ^ 3n. 193 (3T) 30 1999 ^ 1 1997 ^ ^ 

3n. 354( 3T) ^ tTRtT cUpUM 3lk '3^^ (3if|6ilPl4> 3fk 

7^) 3?pRj^3j¥ ^ ^ 3 ;^^ 

-302005 t, ^I5<15i< ■^-ra 1^-^, iNWH -qR? ^ ^ T?T t; 

-3^1% ^ - 5 ^ 3rflRj;g^ •% afi^«r -fwT wi? ^ 3 t#t -attr R3nm ^ 

12-2006 ^ ^ 15/109/2005-3Tlf lit ^ 3Rfif?T - 3 ^ sUrjtfiw t; 

7^ ■33?7 3Tflrf5m ^ SJK? 80 ^ ^ ^ ■3W7 ( 4 ) ^ (iii) ?RI 17^ ^ ^ ^ 

RT (iii) 3fNftPT^ '9^ ^ ^cldMJ^'d ghNl^^H %., 

r^4>Rld cr«?T 31^^f^ TT^' irail^ -sn T# ”3^ •3WT 9f?i aqf«Rjj^ -^Rcft t 1 

ar^ 

«nR! cHImT^VH %., IRT 3l1a)ni4> ^ 

T01^ i 1 

stfw'3qaR ^-qm : IFtRSTH ^'4r4^<Md 

T^-lII, t^-^, Tr3R«IH 

^j1P|4i ■qieff ^ 8^95cri : 72.84 ^33^5 

Slf^o eh(4or><niH : 

— 

3n^ "RT*? =M4'hmm ^ 


Xpf Ptci<u| 

SbM '^. 

31^«fm TOT M 


21^*3 - - _ fsrMuT 

(v) 4 

(vi) ^ 

(vil) sl 
(viii) IR 

(ix) 4 
(7 

(x) 3?^ 

(xi) 3^ 

EilPi=t> ‘Srq^ IRdli^d : 98.60% 

^ ll^mrT 

llfl^ct, Pl'sHRcl ; 1.40% 

R 9FT •Rf^mrT 

ylpT^ W7T : 3 

^ CO% ^) : 2,05,70,000 

&ilPi«h RiRfl ■?8TTq TR 

i'rfX-q'iirHof) lqerji«) ■qT t^TR^’ atl^llPlch ^ : 1,63,12,000 

1^ WrT TOT ■qr ^ ?nfi7^ t (71% ^) 

sifer "qT^ ^ 3TT% ^ ^ y WiRld 1?!% : 31-03-2006 


! 
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r ft!#^WlPwi^^ .iiiKtw i ft*w ^^ MRul'iHi W'MI ^so»t^^^ 

tihS # ##Pra!-n#! # ftn? ftffiii ^«i?t wi ^!Wt i, # ^ ##Pw> wn # ft#>i ^ # ^inra nfta ft*ra 

^=^jRR ^ ^^nn?i ^ 60% ^ ^ ^ I 

3. I^RTO ^ (w ^^ ^ 1^ 

<icM I<4 Tj;^' fqd<»l , ^ ^pwi^ ^JPfelN ^ «wi*^ "3^1^ ^ 1^ ^ ^ 

4. 1 31^, 2002 311 354 ( 3?) ^ ^^.itii^n 6 ^ 'OT '^^TBIPF ("S) ^ (2) ^ 

«4)v^d| gf SIRW T?;^ ^ T^ 3Tf^ 3I«WT ^ ^ M«ta ^ 31^ 

t I 

5. f^44 Pl4vi «i^ SRI 'SlrTO l^f^ 3T«WT 3jFiqi4) ^Ktftq Fl^<i 3l«I^ 
1 t^ 3 T«rai 'W RR2131^ l^fRlt ‘^JFp ^ SRpfd IqPiR®* ^ Mifqq>i''i ^ ^Ilf*?^ f^ 31^ ittcl ^«n Hfs»>qi3if # 

3?g?TR 31^ %^n ^Sffl^ I 

6 . ^ 3lf«RJ^'^'^ 1 (vii) "4ftFll^*<!. <«\tiiniq> IRi -aiql^d ^^ 34<i«ti0^ W 3lt^Piq*< 

^ 3Rrt5T ^ 3IF<I ^ t I 

7. ^R^Tr5|^«rFf7^ ^-^wA’d «bmllVH%.,'^I^^ 3i\tiir*i=b Mqitni 

^ TTim 1^ 3raftr 3IN4>< 3lfiilfWT, 1961 ^ «^Rr 80 ^ ^ ^ ■3^wm (4)^ ^ (Hi) ^ 3?^rpfd cim t I 

8 . "3^ 3?hdtt^ 31T^ ^ ^ ^ 1 (ai) f^lf^ ^ T^ ^ '*^1^ ?t3T t 

^ 3TPIHR 3lf^#m, 1961 ^ ^ 80 ^ ^ ^ 4 (Hi) ^ 31^ ?im 30^1 ^ ^ 3Ww 2002 ^ 

3RpfcI ■5RII 3l^Hk^ 30^1 ■5F^ 3l^f^ ^ I 

9 . 3IjMl<4 31^ lit vdlHMl 3?^ <MWH ^-sfViqci ^qciM^c 1^5 5 -^4^42 qjisR^fti %., 

3T^^ ^ 3rt<lf^ ^ 1^ Wi # ^ 

(i) 3n^ 3imR ^ ^ -^rsfr sri 3igR^ 3 m f^ w i, "^f 3 i«wt 

(ii) ^‘HSRT 3fy?iH^W^ Shifts# 1^ 3i^*iKn3PI M6<r^ St 

i I 


10. ^Tr5R«IR J^eidMA'i 1^5 q>isT^<W 1^.,(3?«?fci^'*fq^“iq»qWMsii^l) 

"91^ ^ I jTjMH sfk 31^aiR ^asFR (3T«lfcl^ SRlftcft <SH9h*<) ^ ewiViRn "^5^ ^ SRTOJRRlf 3|k 3raft?ft "3^^^ 

^^ V R ” T 3(d'iU|chdf 3klft?ft ■3^T5r*l c^ (d'lMlfAd ^RR 3lfd ^ RRI 3?lt4injq5 <ri^iqai ttr^qici^i, sftWlPiqj *i11a 

3?k f^RRT, B^ikT ^ 1S^-11■RFPRO ^ ’’5!^ I 

11 . w dfkikad ■?fcif # Ri«?-'?ii«i 3?kitfk^ "i^kr, 2002 ^ 31591 ^ "s?? 3Tqf^ 

"SIT^ I^TRe^ 1^ T^T ^ ^ I ^<4>l< 315cj)s^ ^ 

t ■^rts ■^R^TI«R«IH ^»^wA* 4 4>IMRifH %., 'ailtilHieft 2002 '^* Psircci ?Icff 3rw fR 

^ ^FRft ^ ST^ai^ 3R1W 7^ t I 

12. '^R^ 1^ 3ki^ WT "k* f^ ■’M ^'ft ^RTlk^^ 3T«WT Rf^ ‘adT WHT 3T«raf ^ 

^ ^ ■^f ^ 3RTW ^ 3T^fe ^ 3?^ ^ ^ I 

[3?fk^3^-R. 187/2007m^. 178/68/2007-3n.^."kT.-I] 

sHaF’Pf, 3im '?lf^ 

New Delhi, the 30th May, 2007 
(INCX)ME-TA3Q 


S.0.1700._^Whereas the Central'Goverranent in exercise of the powers conferred by clause (iii) of sub-section 

(4) ofSection 80-IAof the Income-tax Act, 1961 (43 of 1961) (hereinafter referred to as the said Act), has ftamed and notified 
a scheme for industrial park, by the notifications of the Cjovwnment of India in the Ministry of Commerce and Industry 
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(Departmern of Industrial Pblk^ and Promotion) vide number S.O. 193(E), dated the 30th March. 1999, for the period 
begirniing 1st day of Apriiv 1997 and ending on the 31st day of March, 2002 and vide number S.O. 354(E) dated the 

1st day of Ajpril, 2002, for the period beginning on the 1 st di^ of April, 1997 and ending on the 31 st day of March, 2006; 

Aijd wh^eas M/s, Ra j ast h a n State Industrial Development & Investment Corporation Limited, having registered 
office at Udvog Bhawan, Tilak Marg, Jaipur<’30200S is developing an Industrial Park at Sadulpur Fhase-llI, District-Churu, 
Rajasthan; 1 

Ai^ whereas the Central Government has approved the said Industrial Park vide Ministry of Commerce and 
Industry lettbr No. 15/109/2005-ID dated 6^12-2006 subject to the terms and conditions mentioned in the annexure to this 
notificationi 

Nokv, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by clause (iii) of sub-section (4) of Section 80-IA of the said 
Act, the Central Government hereby notifies the und^taking, being developed and being maintained and operated by 
M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial Development & Investment Corporation Limited, Jaipur, as an Industrial Park for the 
purposes of jthe said clause (iii). 

* ANNEXURE 

Tht terms and conditions on which the approval of the Government of India has b^n accorded for setting up of 
an Industrial Park by M/s. Raja^faan State Industrial Development & Investment Corporation Limited, Jaipur. 

1. d) Nanojeofthelndu^rial Umtelaking, Rajasthan State Industrial Development & 

I Investment Corporation Limited 

(ii) Propjosed location ; Sadulpur Phase-III, District-Churu, 

Rajasthan 

(iii) Area of Industrial Park : 72.84Acre 

(iv) Propased activities 

_i _Nature of Industrial activity with NIC code 


S. No. ■ Section Division Group Class 


_NIC Code Description 


Section 


Division 


Manufacturin g 

98.60% 


(v) Percentage of allocable : 98.60% 

area eamiaiked for 

Industrial use 

(vi) Percentage of ^locable : 1 . 40 % 

area earmariced for 

commercial use 

(vii) Minijnum number of ihdushial units : 3 Units 

(viii) Total investments proposed : 2,Q5,70,(XX) 

(Amount in Rupees) 

(lx) Investment on built space: for Industrial use : Nil 

(Amount in Rupe^) 

(x) Investment on Infrastructure Development including : 1,63,12,000 
investment on built up space for industrial use 

(Amount in Rupees) 

(xi) Proposed date of commencement of the Industrial Park : 31-03-2006 

2. 1116 minimum investment on infrastructure development in an Industrial Park shall not be less than 50% of the 
total project ^st In the case of an Industrial Park which provides built-up space for industrial use, the minimum expenditure 
on infrastructure development including cost of construction of industrial space, shall not be less than 60% of the total 
project cost. | 

3* ftifrastructuie development shall include, roads (including approach roads), water supply and sewerage, common 
effluent treatoent facility, telecom nt^ork, generation and distribution of power, air-conditioning and such other facilities 
as are for coijimon use for industrial activity which are identifiable and are provided on commercial terms. 


1,63,12,000 


31-03-2006 






3(U)] 


tn^’yr wnr 16, 2007 /g^ 26> 1929 . 3785 

4. No single unit referred to in column (2) of the Table given in sub-paragr^^ (b) of paragraph 6 of S.0.354(E) 
dated the 1 st April, 2002, shall occupy more than fifty percent of the allocable industrial area of an Indiisbial Park. For this 
purpose a unit means any separate and distinct entity for the purpose of one and more state or Central tax laws. 

5. Necessary approvals, including that for foreign direct investment or non-resident Indian investment by the 
Foreign Investment Promotion Board or Reserve Bank of India or any authority specified under any law for the time being 
in force, shall be taken separately as per the policy and procedures in force. 

6. Ttie tax benefits under the Act can be availed of only aft^ the number of units indicated in Para 1 (vii) of this 
Notification, are located in the Industrial Park. 

7. M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial Development & Investment Corporation Limited, Jaipur, shall continue to 
operate the Industrial Paric during the period in which the benefits undo* clause (iii)iOf sub-section (4) of Section 80IA of the 
Income-tax Act, 1961 are to be availed. 

8. In case the commencement of the Industrie Park is delayed by more than one year from the date indicated in 
Para 1 (xi) of this notification, fresh approval will be required under the Industrial Park Scheme, 2002, for availing benefits 
under sub-section 4(ui) of Section 80IA of the Income Tax Act, 1961. 

9. The approval will be invalid and M/s. Raji^than State Industrial Development & Investment Corporation 
Limited, Jaipur, shall be solely responsible for any rqxtrcussions of such invalidiQr, if 

d) the application on toe basis of which the approval is accorded by the C^tral (jovemment contains wrong 
information/misinfomiation or some material information has not been fHoyided in it. 

(ii) it is for the location of the industrial park for which af^roval has already been accorded in the name of 
another undertaking. 

10. In case M/s. Rajasthan Industrial Development & Investment Corporation Limited, Jaipur, transfers the 
operation and maintenance of toe industrial paric (i.e., transfeor undetaking) to another undertaking (i.e., the transferee 
undertaking), toe transfotn* and transferee shall jointly intimate to the Entrepreneurial Assistance Unit of the Secretariat for 
Industrial Assistance, D^>artment of Industrial Policy and Promotion, Udyog Bhawan, Mew Delhi-11 tdong with a copy of 
toe agreemoit executed between toe transferor and transferee undertaking for the aforesaid transfer. 

11. The conditions mentioned in this notification as well as those included in the Industrial l^k Scheme, 2002 
should be adhered to during the p«iod for which benefits under this scheme are to be availed. Die Central C^vonment may 
withdraw toe above approval in case M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial Development & Investment Corporation Limited, 
Jaipur, fails to comply with any of theconditions. 


12. Any amendmmt of toe project plan without the approval of the Central Gov^ment or detection in future, or 
failure on the part of the ^Ucant to disclose any material fact, will invalidate the ^iproval of toe industrial paric. 

[Notification No. 187/2007/F. No. 178M8/2007-rrA-I3 
DEEPAKGARG,UnderSccy. 

1 ^ 5 #, 30 2007 


W.31ir, 1701.—1961 (1961 ^43) (^’ W ^ i) ^ 80 ^ ^ 

^ (4) (iii) ^ i 1997 ^ 31 ■'iH, 2002 

3lt 193 (3r)1%[^30^, 1999'S^^WI a^^, 1997 cl«?r 31 

am. 354(3?) ^ w mm, ^ ’ftfm a^ 

slit iWWWRici«*> 

Tipf, wi^-30200$ if f, ^ ^ ^ afiiiMw W m frRJR? ^ mi; 

n\*iw 19“12r2006^ 15/131/2005”3|f^^^ 

w 80?!^^ 3M'NKr(4) (iii) SRF31^ ^ 

‘<a\sKi (iii) ^ y^aH|i4 -iHsAniih iwf ^ ^ ‘ikRf 

SRT T^ef y'difwd ^ "3^ ^ ^1 
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1. (i) a l fejlP i k 


( 11 ) 

(ill) 3?!^^ 


3I^pr8T 


^ Tl^ ^ I 




T8TR 

■qi^ ^ ^5(y><n 


TI^»R*?P7 (ri -^cRriH^^ci 

^hnT^vh %., 

'^X 3l)5ilPi'^ <«l^<, HsKrH-'^^, T5R*?n 

195.00 


(iv) ywir^iA 4>i4cbciiq 




3!5«mT 


■irq 3(n| ^ -Rf^cn ^ Tn«i ^ 

Trm M 
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W^TTgm'1^ 16, 2007/5^26,1929 

# aifirPm, i96i ^ *iro so f^^ 4 (Hi) ^ ^3ir?T^ f^ alhdi ^2002 

3ffg^ ^ gr^fiiw itm 1 

9 . alft <mwr ^ |sR^4«i 5*^w4d cbm'R^iH 1^., 

yfcirjh^i wf r»i*J^4K ijNf, ^ 

(i) 3n^ m 37WTT ”9^ ^ 5Rf 313*?!^ TOf 1^ 'mi,'^ *Ri4^ 

diwm<4h R ^ ■»T^ iff I 

(ii) ■2If ■35R!3?t?ltf^^^3Wft«#i5tf^r^1^3?3;Ti^f^3T^'3WI^'5!R'^''^#Wft^'»Pn 
i I 


10. "^li^ 7riR«?H §4f^4<M (STS^fg^'il’rKUIefl^ dMsbH) '4?l«)ni«»> 

TlRf ^ 9x»^H ^ ^ ■3WT. (3T«lf?l^ SRft# 'SWl) ^ 8Wldf<^ cjt >il’d<U|«*»flJ 3^ 3RlM vsstl'w 

«4<lld<’J| ^ 1^ ^I’cKUIehdl sfk 3RM 'SWr "% ^ P|eMir«(d ^ ^ ^ 418Wdl ^PdCiW^, ^ 

3?k fi?^-i 1 "^pre ^ ^ I 

11. ■5^ 4 fV^nad ?iciT -% 3 ?l 6 iliPieh 2002 ■3^71?!?^ m sr^f^ 

^ <(l<H f^<4i «rRT ^ 3I?pf?I 'RW mIVI I^^, '*iiA i^ 1 ^'(.4>R 44’^«w dm'R ^ ddxfl 

^ idcmA’e %., '>!<^^<, 3?iW\Piefi ttr? wHai , 2002 ^ R^ftd wif sr^i^'P? 

12. 3i«wi «if^'^*'qcn WPTT 

^ ^ 31ia|^«h ■apT arow ^71^ ^ asT^qt^ 37^*7 ^ ^ \ 

[aRf^^U 188/2007m.U 178/68/2{)07-3n.qr.fq.-I] 

«{1’H<T) "q^, 3iq< ^fqq 


New Delhi, the 30th May, 2007 
(INCOME-TAX) 


S.O. 1701.—Whereas the Central Government in exercise of the powers conferred by clause (iii) of sub-section 
(4) of Section 80-IA of the Income-tax Act, 1961 (43 of 1961) (hereinafter referred to as the said Act), has firamed and notified 
a scheme for industrial park, by the notifications of the Government of India in the Ministry of Commerce and Industry 
(Department of Industrial Policy and Promotion) vide number S.O. 193(E), dated the 30th March, 1999, for the period 
beginning on the 1 st day of April, 1997 and ending on the .31 st day of March, 2002 and vide number S.G. 354(E) dated the 
1 st day of April, 2002, for the period beginning on the 1 st day of April, 1997 and ending on the 31st day of Mm^ch, 2006; 

And whereas M/s. Rajasdian State Industrial Development & investment Corporation Limited, having registered 
office at Udyog Bhawan, Tilak Marg, Jaipur-302005 is developing an Industrial Park«at Kuber Industrial Area, Ranpur, 
District-Kota, Rajasthan; 

And whereas the Central Government has approved the said Industrial Park vide Ministry of Commerce and 
Industry letter No. 15/131/2005-10, dated 19-12-2(K)6 subject to the terms and conditions mentioned in the annexure to this 
notification; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by clause (iii) of sub-section (4) of Section 80-IA of the said 
Act, the Central Government hereby notifies the undertaking, being developed and being maintained and operated by 
M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial Development & Investment Corporation Limited, Jaipur, as an industrial park for the 
purposes of the said clause (iii). 

ANNEXURE 


The terms and conditions on which the approval of the Government of India has been accorded for setting up of 
an Industrial Park by M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial Development & Investment Corporation Limited, Jaipur. 

1. (i) Name of the Industrial Undertaking, : Rajasthan State Industrial Development & 

Investment Corporation Limited 

(ii) Proposed location : Kuber Industrial Area, Ranpur, District-Kota, 

Rajas^an 
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(Si) Are^ of Industrial Park : 195.(X)Acre 

(iv) Propjosed activities 



Nature of Industrial activity with NIC code 


NIC Code Description 


Group Class 


Manufacturing 


(v) Percentage of allocable 100% 

area karmarked for 

industrial use 

(vi) Percentage of allocable : Nil 

area parmarked for 

comniercial use 

(vii) Minimum number of industrial units 251 Units 

(vSi) Total investments proposed : 826.37 lakhs 

(Ampunt in Rupees) 

(ix) Investment on built up space: for Industrial use Nil 

(Ampunt in Rupees) 

(x) Investment on Infrastructure E>evelopment including : 742.97 lakhs 

investment on built up space for industrial use 

(Ampunt in Rupees) 

(xb Pro|»sed date of commencement of the Industrial Park : 31-3-2006 

2. IThe minimum investment on infrastructure development in an Industrial Park shall not be less than 50% of the 
total project cost. In the case of an Industrial Park which provides built-up space for industrial use, the minimum expenditure 
on infrastructure development including cost of construction of industrial space, shall not be less than 60% of the total 
project cost] 

3. tnfhistructure development shall include, roads (including approach roads), water supply and sewerage, common 
effluent treatment facility, telecom network, generation and distribution of power, air-conditioning and such other facilities 
as are for common use for industrial activity which are identifiable and are provided on commercial terms. 

4. No single unit referred to in column (2) of the Table given in sub-paragraph (b) of paragraph 6 of S.O. 354(E) 
dated the 1 si April, 200!^ shall occupy more than fifty per cent of the allocable industrial area of an Industrial Park. For this 
purpose a unit means any separate and distinct entity for the purpose of one and more State or Central tax laws. 

5. Necessary ai^rovals, including that for foreign direct investment or non-resident Indian investment by the 
Foreign Investment Promotion Board or Reserve Bank of India or any authority specified under any law for the time being 
in force, shall be taken separately as per the policy and procedures in force. 

6. tax benefits under the Act can be availed of only after the number of units indicated in Para 1 (vii) of this 
Notification! are located in the Industrial Park. 

7. M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial Development & Investment Corporation Limited, Jaipur, shall continue to 
operate the I ndustrial Park during the period in which the benefits under clause (iii) of sub-section (4) of Section 80 -lA of 
the Income-i ax Act, 1961 are to be availed. 

8. [n case the commencement of the Industrial Park is delayed by more than one year from the date indicated in 
Para 1 (xi) o 'this notification, fresh approval will be required under the Industrial Park Scheme, 2002, for availing benefits 
under sub-sc ction 4(iii) of Section 80-IA of the Income-tax Act, 1961. 

9. Fhe approval will be invalid and M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial Development & Investment Corporation 
Limited, Jai] )ur, shall be solely responsible for any repercussions of such invalidity, if 

(i) the application on the basis of which the approval is accorded by the Central Government contains wrong 
information/misinformation or some material information has not been provided in it. 

(i|) it is for the location of the industrial park for which approval has already been accorded in the name of 
i another undertaking. 














[tTm n-'gqg 3<ii)] _ W 16; 2007 /^ 

10. In case M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial Development & Investment Corporation Limited, Jmpur, transfers the 
operation and maintenance of the industrial park (i.e., transfer or undertaking) to another undertaking (i.e., the transfe^ 
undertaking), the transferor and transferee shall jointly intimate to the Entreprwieurial Assistance Unit of the S^tanat for 
Industrial Assistance, Department of Industrial Policy and Promotion, Udyog Bhawan, New Delhi-11 along with a copy ot 
the agreement executed between the transferor and transferee undertaking for die aforesaid transfer. 

11. The conditions mentioned in this notification as well as those included in Ae Industrial Park Scheme, 2002 
should be adhered to during the period for indiich benefits under this scheme are to be availed. The Central Govemm^t may 
withdraw the above approval in case M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial Development & Investment Corporation Limited, 
Jaipur, fails to comply with any of die conditions. 

12. Any amendment of the project plan without the approval ofdieCenttal Government w detectton in future, or 
failure on the part of the applicant to disclose any material fact, will invalidate the approval of the industrial park. 

[Notification No. 188/2007/F. No. 178/68/2007-ITA-Il 
DEEPAK OARG, Under Secy . 

■=Tf'^??#,30'*?4,2007 

( 3IPW5T ) 

1702.—1’961 (19611»T 43 ) ^ aifljPlUH ^ *0^1 80 W ^ 

^ (4) (iii) ^ 1 anfe, 1997 ^ W 31 2002 

^ ^ ^ 193 <37)1^^3077!^, lOOO-# I 37 ^, 1997 # ^ 1 

2006 ^ 3mm ^ #!t^ 354( 37) ^ 3ftT ^ ^ 3m 

W ■'TTUf 3(k ^ 

7!3R«7R 4»l Mftf I*! ftl, i 

RFf,75tr3^-302005^^1^,Tim'^fe7'f^l^^Th^, ^ d^4^*7H-3M001 ^ ^^77 wt; 

3^ 'smrnr ^ 3TfiiRJ^ ^ 375U«r ^ dftrtlRad 7T«77 31^7 ■*te«7 

ftrTmr 20-10-2006 ^ WU 15/135/2005-311^If T^. ^^^ 37R»fef 4ilPi4^ ’7!U» 375*^^77 

■3^ ^ «nTT 80 9 ^ ^ (4) ^ ^ (iii) WTO 

' 47<^ '7 7 Hd^gKI (iii) ^*77^"^ 

f^-; ^*7^5R7 m^m77T 7I«l7 37^7!^ 7^ Tdlf^ ’sn # • 3 ^ ^ I 


m 4744)r< TrSi4a4R «hl4R91R 'fe., ?R7 lim #34 'HfeT! 

14714 ^ ^ 37^ui?R mm71 I 

l.,(i) 3fNitfh4) <rW7 4>7 4777 * ^ W**55 

^m43Hd «Fr7R?R TR. 

fii) "SPRITm?!'4*774 ♦ '77f*7'4)[24 


(ii) 94dlfiR 4*774 

(iii) lif*7#34^«N47R 

(iv) M'Wima «hi4®h<rln 


' Tm4«7H-311001 

I 725.00 

744 3771# 4(fmn' # 477*7 


144 3T7l 4ft 4lfk4T 




«F7 47. 373«7I4 'TOI 


(v) 4€il1lr^7i ’ # 1m 94<iimd 

37m^4l4 8^44 37l4?74 


: 80.31% 


2646 GI/07—5 
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: 5.46% 

(vii) 3lWlPl* -^rsziT : 87 

(viii) ; 3233.91 

(ix) ^ 

(x) fqoum 3^7^ ^ : 2805.03 "^TM 

1% ^ WR T7^ ^ (Tlf^-4’) 

(xi) ^ SI ^ ^ ^-SR^nf^ , 31-3-2006 

^ ^ ^ 4R^')'4HI RFR ^ 50% ^ ^ "31^’ I ■5fl«l ^ 

allW^Pw ^ 1^ PlfficT■¥«7R WT i, ITTR^"^SIR ^ ^ RFR "Tlf^ 

^ '>7l^4l'»ni Rm?r ^ 60% ^ I 

3. *^' (^TOf RRTjf^ W ^ #«R ^%7T, ^fachTu 

^cTTR, W %ft 3FZT ^I7n^‘^ aMfW 

13 ;^'31^ f I 

<, fs'll't* 1 31^, 2002 ^ ^.3n, 354(31) ^ %Ht'+» 6 ^ (7^) PlRsil ^ipHehl '% «6W*I (2) 4 

H'»><n ?«hi^ 1^r# TJ^ # 37 '% %T( ■pRTf ailsilPietj 50% 37f<7^ IWTTIT *7Tf^ "3^’ I fTT ‘SRlN^ 

1%^ 3i|i)fN T(^ 70 STPRI Tf3R7 3187^ e^'50<H ^ ejiFJ^ ^ TFlt^ ^ 1RI( t^Tft 3|R7T ^«0 ^ t I 

5. 3iiqj;qof) 375 * 11 ^ t^’f4 Fq^^n 77^8l3 ^ 3lr7i?7 3|87sn aifHcOTfl hK^ 4 f4<^y i 3T8|«r[ 

«7Ttcft77 frs ^ ^ 31*1^ Tjao 'TWTI )A^v ^ 3^1% 3ITp7«F7R RlpTR ^ 31^ ^ ufo^ i a lf ^ 

3I^7TR 37cFT ^Sfl^OT I 

t. "^TT aifVl^qii ^ ^ 1 (vii) '^‘ rqPiRot 711^ ^qji^qT 7|^ Tl^ #^7 '^‘ 3Rlf7«PT ^ 4M<W 1^ ^ ^ 

3RRf0 ^ Rm 3IF7T ^ 71^ t I 

1. 7^ tR., w^ "SE 37^«r 0 ^ i^fTR TI^ #e7 ^ "SraiTR 

^7#TT 37 ^ 37777807 aTp^PiqH, 1961 ^ TITTT 80 ^ ^ ^ "iTrtnTI (4) (Hi) '% 37-^4^ RHI ^ t' I 

8. 7r7«7 ^ 3717«7 ^ ■577 37f^^q'ii ^ 1 (xi) '4'Ptf?! ‘O;^ ^ ^ ^ f 7f7 

37P7^ 37f brfwi, 1961 ^ 8117! 80 ^ ^ ^ 3^8717! 4 (iii) ^ 37fnflT UM ^ ^ 1^ sffetfw 2002 ^ 

37frf0 37517 ^ W^ ^!7^ 37^^ #IT I 

9. 87^ 37517^ 37^87 ^ 'qm.'ll 3?!7 "^TTT^ 7R!7«7H pfe $4R^4d "tcTTR^ T^ ^^^73^ %., • 5 P| ^7 

37^810! %7ft UtMsF^n "% 7^' # Piul^K ■^, ^Tf?^- 

< i) 37rfe -q^ 1R77^ 37f87K "qT 7778FR Wi "SRR 1^*77 t, ■^’ 3r«7gT 

^^q<q> H '(t ^ J 

(ji) "^TF "5^ 37gf7«lflT t f^lT!^ 1^ 37^i7l<4 %7ft 37^ ^5W7 ^ ^ '4* ft W7 

I W^i \ 


Ip. ^ ^777f 7RT7«7R 7^ ^sP^qci ^q^nA’c ^)R!^%.,^spjy (3T8|f7l^3lnRR^’FWI) 7ft«7 

'■^iTTr^RR 3f|7 3737 ^ ^ dS9bH (378|fc(3Rf7l!t'3W7) ^ gWIdPd ft 3R7R^ afk 3RfM 44 jcW F7^ld<0| 

%!( 37<K«iq)nf alk 3777f^ 'SWT '% ft^ t^'Sqif^ ^J7!7 ^ "Sll^ ^ TTT®! alt^TTpR? TRFRT Tlf^^RFT, 3ffeft Pl4) ftf^ 3|t7 

3li78T 8 m,1^^-11 ^-JirotRcr! 77FR77T ^ 775^ 7p7f ^ I 

11. FT! 3rf%l7J^ '4' <jpnRsio TRf ^ 77T«T-77T«I sfNjtfW ^ 7^, 2002 ^ ?TlpTR FTcff ^ 37^md4 '377 37^8? 
^ f^8n Mini pJi'Mflh %t7 F77 7^!t87 3777»fo RT^I'SITR ‘Sn^ t' I 777^ 3M j{cK1 37 ^m 1<;4 'SOt m77 ^ 77<»d1 

i ^ ■^777 TRfTSTR 7^ ^sf^qci ^q^nsAe ^N'R^m 1r. , aftirtfiRr 'qRJ 7«0^, 2002 Af ^l%7! ?Rff 37«75fT F77 

37f877J^ 1%7ft 8^ Ref ^ ST^RTR Af 3777W TFcH t I 

i 







rm ^ ^ 16, 2007/g^ 26> 1929 
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^ viii^^ch ^ aro^ 7^, lim ^ 3?^ ^ ^ i 

[atrf^jq^U 189/2(X)7m 4 178/49/2007-311.^. 1H.-I] 

^S«»> 

New Delhi, &e 30th May, 2^ » 

(INCOhffi-TAX) 

S.O. 1702.—Whereas the Central Government in exercise of the powers conferred by clause (iii) of sub-section 
(4) of Section 80-IA of the Income-tax Act, 1961 (43 of 1961) (hereinafte- referred to as the said Act), has framed and notified 
a scheme for industrial park, by the notifications of the Government of India in the Ministry of Commerce arid Industry 
(Department of Industrial Policy and Promotion) vide number S.0.193(E), dated the 30th March, 1999, for the period 
beginning on the 1st day of April, 1997 mid ending on the 31st day of March, 2002 and vide numbw S.0.354(E) dated the 
Istday of April, 2(X)2, for tl^ period beginning on die Istday of April, 1997andendingonthe31stday ofMmch,2(X)6; 

And whereas M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial Development & Investment Corporation Limited, havingregistered 
office at UdyogBhawan, Tilak Marg, Jaipur-302{X)S is developing a Growth Cratre at Chowth Centre HamirgarhBhilwara, 
District-Bhilw8ra,Rajaslhan-311001; ; 

And whereas the Central Government has approved the said (jfowth Centre vide Ministry of Commerce and 
Industry letter No. 1 S/135/2005-IP & ID dated 20-10-2006 subject to tlte terms and conditions mentioned in the arinexure to 
this notification; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by clause (iii) of suNsecdon (4) of Section 80-IA of the said 
Act, the Central Government hweby notifies the umiectaking, being developed and being maintained and operated by 
M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial Development A Investment Cofpmraticm Limited, Jaipur, as an industrial park for the 
purposes of the said clause (iii). 

AMSEaOJRE 

The terms and conditions on which the approval of the Gowrnment of India has been accorded for setting up of 
a Growth Centre by Ws. Rajasdian Stale Industrial Deveit^unent & investment Corporation I^imited, Jaipur. 

1. (i) Name of the Industrial Undertaking : Rajasthan State Industrial Development & 

Investment Corpormaon limited 


(u) Proposed location 


: Growth Centre MamirgarhBhilwara 
DistricM^ilwara, Rajas(han-311001 

(tii) Area of Groth Centre 
(iv) Proposed activities 


725.00Acres 

, Nature of hadiistiialacticvity with NIC code 


NIC Code 

Description 

S. No. Section 

Division Group 

Class 

X T3F5 

— — 

— Manufacturing 


(v) Pwcentage of allocable 
areaearmarked for 

: 803146 


Industrial use 



(vi) Percentage of allocable 

: 5/46% 


area earmariced for 



commercial use 



(vii) Minimum numbei of industrial units 

: 87 Units 

j 

(viii) Total investments proposed 

^ 3233.91 lakhs 


(Amount in Rupees) 



(ix) Investment on built up space: f<^ Industrial use 

:Na 

► l. . 

(Amount in Rupees) 
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dui 


the 


qoi 


(x) Invesi 
inves 
(Ami 

(xO Profx^si 

2 . 

total project 
on infrastruci 
project cost. 

3. 

effluent treai 
as are for coni 

4. 

dated the 1st 
purpose a uni 

5. 

Foreign Inve^ 
in force, shalj 

6 . 

Notification, 


iment on Inf^tructure Development including 
iment on built up space for industrial use 
nt in Rupees) 

ed date of commencement of the Growth Centre 


minimum investment on infrastructure development in a Growth Centre shall not be less than 50% of the 
ist. In the case of a Growth Centre which provides built-up.space for industrial use, the minimum expenditure 
:ture development including cost of construction of industrial space, shall not be lesi than 60% of the total 


I ifrastructure development shall include, roads (including approach roads), water supply and sewerage, common 
lU nent facility, telecom network, generation and distribution of power, air-conditioning and such other facilities 
imon use for industrial activity which are identifiable and are provided on commercial terms. 

r lo single unit referred to in column (2) of the Table given in sub-paragraph (b) of paragraph 6 of S.0.354(E) 
^pril, 2002, shall occupy more than fifty percent of the allocable industrial area of an Growth Centre. For this 
" means any separate and distinct entity for the purpose of one and more state or Central tax laws. 

I^ecessary approvals, including that for foreign direct investment or non-resident Indian investment by the 
itment Promotion Board or Reserve Bank of India or any authority specified under any law for the time being 
be taken sep^ately as per the policy and procedures in force. 

le tax benefits und^ the Act can be availed of only after the number of units indicated in Para 1 (vii) of this 
^e located in the Growth Centre. 


thi 


7. 

operate the ( 
the Income- 


M/s 


(i 


10. 
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2805.03 lakhs 


31-03-2006 


. Rajasthan State Industrial Development & Investment Corporation Limited, Jaipur, shall continue to 
rowth Centre during the period in which the benefits under clause (iii) of sub-section (4) of Section 80-IA of 
ix Act, 1961 are to be availed. 


8. 1 1 case the commencement of the Growth Centre is delayed by more than one year from the date indicated in 
Para I (xi) of this notification, fresh approval will be required under the Industrial Park Scheme, 2002, for availing benefits 
under sub-se( tion 4(iii) of Section 80-IA of the Income Tax Act, 1961. 

9. 1 he approval will be invalid and M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial Development & Investment Corporation 
Limited, Jaip jr, shall be solely responsible for any repercussions of Such invalidity, if 

the application on the basis of which the approval is accorded by the Central Government contains wrong 
information/misinformation or some material information has not been provided in it. 

(ii]| it is for the location of the Growth Centre for which approval has already been accorded in the name of 
another undertaking. 

In case M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial Development & Investment Corporation Limited, Jaipur, transfers the 
operation anc maintenance of the Growth Centre (i.e., transferor undertaking) to another undertaking (i.e., the transferee 
undertaking), the transferor and transferee shall jointly intimate to the Entrepreneurial Assistance Unit of the Secretariat for 
Industrial Ass istance. Department of Industrial Policy and Promotion, Udyog Bhawan, New Delhi-11 along with a copy of 
the agreemen t executed between the transferor and transferee undertaking for the aforesaid transfer. 

The conditions mentioned in this notification as well as those included in the Industrial Park Scheme, 2002 
should be adh ered to during the period for which benefits under this scheme are to be availed. The Central Government may 
withdraw the above approval in case M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial Development & Investment Corporation Limited, 
Jaipur, fails t( > comply with any of the conditions. 

, i ^ny amendment of the project plan without the approval of the Central Government or detection in future, or 
failure on the part of the applicant to disclose any material fact, will invalidate the approval of the Growth Centre. 

[Notification No. 189/2007/F. No. 178/49/2(X)7-ITA-I] 

DEEPAK GARG, Undw Secy. 

30 2007 

1703.— 'Jiatpch 1961 (1961 ^43) (^ 311^3^ ^ felKI 80 

^ 3^-^ ( 0 ^7^ (iii) IRI^ ^ ^ ^ 1 3?^, 1997 ^ 'cWT 31 "^,2002 

^ 31^ ^.3n. I93(3T) 30 1999 7T*IT 1 1997 ^ cT«n 
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^ ^ 16> 2007yg^ 26>.1929 

31 ’RT^,2006 ^W?r «Wf^^ftn?^^^ 354( 3T) ^Tff^ alHB>f>W? ^ 

^ g ? fV^4wT w 

3fk 4^ 4»Wf6'^ 4lii*! Rrciq* 

^3|1|5T“302005 3^N#Wr iN Wft, 3m»n<3#5ft3Rt %, IWW, 1^l?IF#HIH4l, TI3R«ir^335002 ^ 4ldni% Ifflf 

^ ^ ^ ^ ^ gr^ ^ 1^ afk ^ aNH H4Kri<4 ^ 

20-10-2006 ^’q^r ^T. i5/i46/2005-3nf 3Rn% w 4fiiPi» ’qi# 

a^fi#m^«iRr80?rar^'3^wro (4) (Hi) 

><a<v5Ki 355 RT "afe (Hi) ^ U<l)^HI*J <*||lAni4» ^ ^ il'H-WR %, 

m ^ T?^'1^ •3IT 7# 13 ^^ 

3f^ 

^ ^ «iR?r ^ A^ <i'4wn itimAi ^ <4 feitfw •qra? 

^iJda !4>M, '’it^ y^i'i iVsi I 

1. (i) aIttiMw‘strapr ^ ^ tpWw ^ 

(ii) ywifeid WT : 3?ieilPl4> ^ 31R^l^^l4«i3it %., 

wn, ^r?n-«no'<IH»K, <N4^MH-335002 

(ni) 3ft€ilPl4> ^ ^ : 220.43 TJ^TS 

(iv) y*6ifq«i «w4*hcim 


T?*T 3nf'?ft WT W?Fm 

T(!T 3^1^ ^ 

lll<0| 

9FT ^. 3»3*TnT TPIPT -^Tijr 


^ 2W3 

— IflInMW 

(v) 'dltfilPich ywfffld 

: 87.96% 

3TW3^ ^ in yWr 


(vi) itpi'lfill. 

: 1.44% . 

^ m iifiRRT 


(vii) l>t -^HdMTOqi 

: 40^pf^ 

(viii) ywifld ^ f5|% (Tiftr 

m \ 

: 303.44 TOT 

(ix) sftwrtllJ ^#1 ^ W WT ■'R fW 



(x) T|t ISf^ ^ 


J 253.44 TO 


(xi) 3|ialPj4> ■'iraf ^ 3;!R*T ywilflrt : 31-3-2006 

2. 'sfte^Piq* "^It^ p!f4TO ^ ^Hld*! ^ ^ 50% ^ ^ ^ I -ifttllPl** 

W lit 3ii«iini«b wih ^ 1^ vi^ W! 15W i, ^ A 4tM44> -wr ^ Wot ^ ^ipm Ww 

^ ^ yWywT wm ^ 60% ^ ^ ^ i 

3. (Tgff^ 

T^' Wot, TO^^^iWT 3r?T ^g^TO* ^ 4g>P i * *}4>ih^tq ^ iiTO witn 1^ t qiPuM^ih ^ ^ 
WrojN f I 
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wnr 16 , 2007/g^ 26, 1929 

Now* therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by clause (iii>of sulKectioa:(4) of-Section 80-IA of the said 
Act, the Centra! Government her^y notifies the undertaking, being develof^ ancMseing nudntaiaed and operated by 
M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial Devek!pnlent and Investment Corporation Limited, Ja^xir, as an indut^a) park for the 
purposes of the said clause (iii). 

ANNEXURE . 

The terms and conditions on which the af^nOval of the Government of India has been accorded for setting up of 
an Industrial Park by M/s. Riyasthan State Industrie Develt^ment and Investmeart Ctxpcoaticm Limited; Jaipur: 

1. (i) Name of the Industrial Undertaking, : Rajasthan State Industrial Development tmd 

Investment Corporation limited.* 

(ii) Proposed location : Industrial Area Rawla,'RIICOLImited Rawla, 

Distnct<Sfiganganagar,Rajasthan>335002. 

(iii) Area of Industrial Park : 22().43 Acres 


(iv) Proposed activities 




r ■’ Nature (^Industrial actoivity with NIC Code 



NJCCode ' Description 

S.No. 

Section 

. Division Group Class 

. , n • ■ ■ ' 

A 

2&3 

— . — -r Manufacturing 


(v) Percentage of allocable ' ' : 87.96% 

area earmarked for 
Industiial use 


(vi) Percentage of allocable : 1.44% • 

area earmari»d for 

commercial use 

(vii) Minimum number of industrial units ; 40 Units 

(viii) Total investments proposed : 303.44 lakhs 

(Amount in Rupees) 

(k) Investment on built up Space for Industrial use : Nil 

(Amount in Rupees) 

(x) Investment on ^frastructure Development including : 253.44 lakhs 

investment on built up space for industrial use ■ 

(Amoimt in Rupees) 

(xb Proposed date of commencement of tile Industrial Park : 31-03-2006 

2. The minimum invmtmenton infrastructure development in an Industrial Park shall notbeicss tiian 50% of the 
total project cost In the case of an Industrial Park winch i^ovides built-up space hn* industrial u^, tiie mmupum exp^diture 
on infrastructure development including cost of construction of industrid space, shall pot be less i^ap 60% of the total 
project cost 

3. mirastructure development diall include, roads (including ^proach roads), water supply ^ Sewerage, common 
effluent treatment facility, telecoih network, generation and distribution of power, air-conditioning^and Sbeh other facilities 
as are for common use for industrial activity which are identifiable and are provided on commercial 

4. No singlounitrefNTed to in column (2) of the Table given in sub-paragraph (b) of paragraph 6ofS.0.354(E) 
dated the 1 st April, 2(X)2, shall occupy more than fifty per cent of the allocable industrial area pf an industrial Park. For this 
purpose a unit means any separate and distinct entity for the purpose of one and more state or Cditral tax laws. 

5. Necessary approvals, including that for foreign direct investment or non-resident Indian investment by the 

Foreign Investment Promotion Board or Reserve Bank of India or any aiUhcmty specified under ;my law for the time teing 
in force, shall be taken separately as per the policy and procedures in force. , ^ 

6. The tax benefits under the Act can be availed of only after the number of units indicated in Para 1 (vii) of this 
Notification, are located in the Industrial Park. 
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8 . 

Para 1 (xi) oj 
under sub>si 

9. 

Limited, Jaibi 

h 


(?) 


■lid 


10 

operation a; 
undertaking 
Industrial 
the agreemi 

11 

should be ai 
withdraw tl|< 
Jaipur, fails! 

12 

failure on the 


7. Vl/s. Rajasthan State Industrial Development & Investment Corporation Limited, Jaipur, shall continue to 
operate the I idustrial Park during the period in which the benefits under clause (iii) of sub-section (4) of Section 80IA of the 
Income-tax Act, 19^1 availed. I 

[n case the commencement of the Industrial Park is delayed by more than one year from the date indicated in 
this notification, fresh approval will be required under the Industrial Park Scheme, 2002, for availing benefits 
^ion 4(iii) of Section 80IA of the Income Tax Act, 1961. 

jrhe approval will be invalid and M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial Development & Investment Corporation 
ur, shall be solely responsible for any repercussions of such invalidity, if— 

the application on the basis of which the approval is accorded by the Central Government contains wrong 
information/misinformation or some material information has not been provided in, it. 

it is for die location of the Industrial Park for which approval has already been accorded in the name of 
another undertaking. 

In case M/s. Rajasthan Industrial Development & Investment Corporation Limitpd, Jaipur, transfers the 
maintenmice of die Industrial Park (i.e., transferor undertaking) to another undertaking (i.e., the transferee 
, the transferor and transferee shall jointly intimate to the Entrepreneurial Assistance Unit of the Secretariat for 
sistance. Department of Industrial Policy and Promotion, Udyog Bhawan, New Delhi-11 along with a copy of 
i^t executedtetween the transferor and transferee undertaking for the aforesaid transfer. 

The conditions mentioned in this notification as well as those included in the Industrial Park Scheme, 2002 
(jhered to during the period for which benefits under this scheme are to be availed. The Central Government may 
le above approval in case M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial Development & Investment Corporation Limited, 
to comply with any of the conditions. 

Any amendment of the project plan without the approval of the Central Government or detection in future, or 
part of the applicant to disclose any material fact, will invalidate the approval of the industrial park. 

[Notification No. 190/2007/F. No. 178/39/2007-ITA-Il 
DEEPAK GARG, Under Secy. 

j 

I 30 ■JTf, 2007 

I 

(a?T?igjT) 

'W.W. 1704.—1961 (1961 "SFl 43) C^' ^ WW t) ^ ^ 80^ 

(4) (iii) ^ ^ TPibr ^ ^ ^ i 1997 3 i'm^, 2002 

WIT^.3IT, 193(31) 1^^ 30 tTT^, 1999 rT«lT 1 3?^; 1997 ^31 

2006 3P?f^ -^t^WlT'^.3n. 354(3?) ^ *?Rcf ^ 

f^f) ^ ^ 3^gi)Pl4> W ^ 

3fl[, 

t?nf, ^P?^-302005 t, W, 3?R3T1^3?T^3?t 7r51W?-335002 

-q? ^ 'SR w 

sfic, ^ 3 ?fiiR^ ^ 3?^ ^ ^ 3?#? ^ 

06-12-2006 15/149/2005-3?!^ ^ ^ 3?^^ -3^ sfNltfW 'qi^ 3?^J?tf^ t; 

3?^?, "3^ 3?f^?1w? ^ 80^ ^ ■3q-i?TTT (4) ^ ISfe (iii) ^ 3?^ ^ 3?^ ^ 

q?Tq!TT3^RT'3^13fe (iii) -4' TRFIR ^ 

«l«n 3?fCf?FcTT^5f3raif^^35nT#‘3^^3W! ^ 3?ft^^t^ I 

■?T(f to"qr ^1 r., 

to ^ 3?i*?l4d t I 

1. (i) 3fft tto “SW? ■5FT RI*? : TF3R*?H ^ 

i eb'iqT)'!/F( tR., 




3797 


3(ii)] 16> 2007^^ 26, 1929 


1, iri ju vai^'Q ^\ujj 

(ii) yWlfild WT 

: Rra», 31ll31l|3H^^ft3j^ M^, 

■3Sl»T ^nnt, 9ftdRHd<, ■0^re«?Ft-335002 

(iii) 3fNitfw RRf IFT 
(iv ) - y^lP^d 4>l44iCTR 

: 81.14 

4 

T?3 3n^ # Tm 3fh#RF %i4*«m ^ 

T^3 3TI^ Tft ^T^dl 

Rl4iU| 

ifmv. 3!5*n»T 


^ 21?^' 3 



(v) 3||ej)pl4> dM4ld ^yfdlf^Td 

3?Rz#R iFT iifiwm 

: 96.42% 

(vi) ^3RR^^ 

’gP? ^ yf^??d 

: 3.58% 

(vii) 3?l?ilPi«h <jf^<^f *^*ia*H wom 

: 15^ 

(viii) MWi(q<i (Rlf^ «Mi<t'J^) 

: 7,1032^)00 

(ix) 3i1giiPr«iB wih ^ %T^fife 
(RTf^^R?^'^) 

■: 

(x) ai^m-eHIrHeh f^«hW Pd^l^f 3?leAPl4> ^ 

1^ iRfj^ WT RT 1R^ ^ f (71% ^ ^) 

: 536,18,000 

(xi) 3iialPio»j M|oh 3n% ywif^d 

: 31-3-2006 


2. 3ft^^Pi4» mc»f firapw ^ «t£^^ MU^^sr^t ^ ^ 50% ^ ^ i ^ 

■^it ^ %T^ Pfffia "SOT %, sfNflf^T^ ^ fWR'^TPf ^ ni‘m 1^®FRT 

■R^ ^Fm ^ 60% ^ ^ TTI^f #n I 

3. ■^’ ITSR? ('^FRR? , 'Slijfrjpfi .w 7!^ Ac4¥, 

-Rsf fdTOT , 4ld l :|4^dH ^ ^ 3FI "sit ^fltllPI* Vl4«h<HlM WTF^ *3^^ f qrPuil^^) 

fnjfWh? 'S^Rrf I 

4. fRRTSF 1 2002 ^.3n. 054(3?) ^ ^OTITqff 6 ^ 'SR-^llillR) (13) W'»d <TiI^4»r ^ (2) 

^Rrtrinsitl •RRTcT g|i^?tfiTR) 'RTR? ^ 1^ 3ili6llPl4> ^ ^ 'T4RT ^fd^lRl ^ 3!fi<«» fett<i qiRn 

^ ■R4» "Ri ^ 3?f^ tftr st*?^ ^ ^ a?^ trot 

^fl 

5. a<W44> f4^>»ft ^ ^ Wl HjiW 3?«WT Pi'^ 

viKcihT tosJ ^ 3T*I^ II^IT WT ^ ^ ytjTi ^ RfiFRTa^f 

3?^;??R 3?^ %RT ■SfltaiTT I 

6- ^ 3lfwj^^'^ 1 (vu) ^ sftttfWRIR) ^ 3T3(fWlTl^^'3W?r^^ 3?f^ifWT 

^ 3RT^ ^ ^ ■RTR! ^ t I 

7. ^^TTSt^gfR^ ?^5r4< ' <?d "3^ »4BAPt4> ^ m^icH 

■anfr T?iRT 1^ 3?2?f^'^ 3?P?5R srfilt^, 1961 ^ 80 F ^ ■3R-^ (4) # ISfS (lii) ^ 3R!»fn'^Tm 1^f I 

8. i?f^3^3?lfitfw'Ri5rf'a^3?i^^'^^3i^^ (xi) "^ PiRv Rir«? ^ T^ ^ im % 

rfl arrar^ 1961 ^«liRr80 9^^'3R-«iro4 (Hi) ^ 3T?Ff?f cIPl3nRT^%R 3jl^)pf4» Hiq> qlqnt, 2002 ^ 

3rcnf^ RRT 3i^R^ w<\ 3?^f^ im i 


2646GI/07—6 
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3T^[«rafr Tfft r«b^| yPin*>^i ^ ^aw* ift 

(i) 3?I«|R TR ^ ^R5FK WTI WT ’^FTT %, 3T«WT 

cljKlW ^ ^ ^ ^ I 

(ii) "3^ sfNiifT^ W ^ ^ t 3Rr^ "^rm ■^‘^15^ ^ WT ’PH 


^ <NWM ^ i^idMA’d cbml^vH %., w(^ ( 3t^ ^3^tsfr) 

3?^ SI^WIT ^ ■3WI (3T«?f^ smM ^RsF?) ^ ?WMr<d ^5^ ^ STfR^T^ 3fk 3T?!ft# 3Mj«W 
acRROf^ afk 3raft?ft "swi # PitMiHid ^RR aHylPiib 4 ^^n<ii sfltrtpw ^ 


10 . 

''7RF> "^FT a-qiCTi 

FWIOI^I -3^ 

f^^rrt, ■rotn 1^^-i 1 ^ wi?n #5^ ^ ■?lf^ ^ I 

11. 1^13if%i^^ ^ ^ sftcitfw W 2002 ■^‘ ?nf^ ^ ?raT ^ si^qRR ^ 

w^'srn<Tf^'3n^ 11-2^^ ^ 

^ Tmm^ 13^ chimR^^h %, w^ aftiitfw 2002 ^ w 

^ ^ ^ 3r5MT(rl^ ^ aT+lMi-fr i I 

^ ^ 3?T^^ ^ 3R1W sttw ''Tl^ ^ 3?5lfe ^ SRI ^ I 

[ 3Tfll^^ -R. 191 / 2007 m 4 178/48/2007-3n.^. 1^.-I ] 

<{1m«»> 3RT <r»f^<=< 


S.O. 

(4) of Section 8 
a scheme for 
(Department of 
beginning on 
I stday of April 


New Delhi, the 30th May, 2(X)7 
(INCOME-TAX) 

1704.—^Whereas the Central Government in exercise of the powers conferred by clause (iii) of sub-section 
0-IA of the Income-tax Act, 1961 (43 of 1961) (hereinafter referred to as the said Act), has framed and notified 
dustrial Park, by the notifications of the Government of India in the Ministry of Commerce and Industry 
Industrial Policy and Promotion) vide number S.O. 193(E), dated the 30th March, 1999, for the period 
e 1st day of A^wil, 1997 and ending on the 31st day of March, 2002 and vide number S.O. 354(E) dated the 
, 2002, for the period beginning on the 1st day of April, 1997 and ending on the 31 st day of March, 2006; 


Ii' 


And v^hereas M/s, Rajasthan State Industrial Development & Investment Corporation Limited, having Registered 
office at Udyoi Bhawan, Tilak Marg, Jaipur-302005 is developing an Industrial Park at Agro Food Park, RIICO Limited,. 
Udyog Vihar, District-Sriganganagar, Raja^an-335002; 

And whereas the Central Government has approved the said IndusPial Park vide Ministry of Commerce and 
Industry letter No. 15/149/2005-ID dated 6-12-2006 subject to the terms and conditions mentioned in the annexure to this 
notification; I 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by clause (iii) of sub-section (4) of Section 80-IA of the said 
Act, the Centr il Government hereby notifies the undertaking, being developed and being maintained and operated by 
M/s. Rajasthai 1 State Industrial Development & Investment Corporation Limited, Jaipur, as an Industrial Park for the 
purposes of th< 1 said clause (iii). 


The 

an IndusPial 


ANNEXURE 

tirms and conditions on which the approval of the Government of India has been accorded for setting up of 
rk by M/s. Rajasdian State Industrial Development & Investment Corporation Limited, Jaipur. 


Pii 

1. (i) Name < if the Industrial Undertaking 

(ii) ProposjMl location 

1 

(iii) Area of IndusPial Park 


Rajasthan State Industrial Development and 
Investment Corporation Limited. 

Agro Food Park, RIICO Limited, Udyog Vihar 
Dispict Sriganganagar, Rajasthan-335002. 

81.14 Acres. 
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(iv) Proposed activities 


Nature of Industrial activity with NIC Code 



NICCode 

Description 

S.No. ’ 

Section 

Division 

Choup 

Class j 


A 

2&3 

— 

■ — 

1 

Manufacturing 


(V) Percentage of allocable 


area earmarked for 
Industrial use 


(vi) Percentage of allocable 
area earmarked for 
commercial use 

(vii) Minimum number of industrial units 

(viii) Total investments proposed 
(Amount in Rupees) 

Ck) Investment on built7up space: for Industrial use 
(Amount in Rupees) 

(x) Investment on Infrastructure Development including 
investment on built up space'for industrial use 
(Amount in Rupees) 


: 3i8% 


: 15 Units 
: 7,1032,000/- 

: m 

; 5,86,18,000/- 


31-03-2006 


(xi) Proposed date of commencement of the Industrial Park 

2 The minimum investment on infrastructure development in an Industrial Park shall not be less than 50% of the 

total project cost In ihecaM of an IndmlrialPaik which provktestaUt-up space for Che min..^ 

on infrasttucture development including cost of construction of industrial space, shall not be less than 60% of the total 


project cost 

3 Infrastructure developraent shall include, roads (including approach roads), water supply and sewerage, ^mmon 
effluent treatment facility, telecom network, generation and distribution of power, air-condiuonmg and such other facilities 
as are for common use for industrial activity which are identifiable and are provided on comihercial terms. 

4. No single unit referred to in column (2) of the Table given in sub-paragraph (b) of paragr^ 6 of S.0.354(E) 
dated the 1 st April, 2002, shall occupy more than fifty per cent of the allocable industrial area of an Industrial Park. For this 
purpose a unit means any separate and distinct entity fra the purpose of one and more State or Central tax laws. 

5 Necessary approvals, including that for foreign direct investment or non-resident Indian investment by the 
Foreign Investment Promotion Boaid or Reserve Bank of India or any anthorily specified under any law for the time being 
in force, shall be taken separately as per the policy and procedures in force. 

6. The tax benefits under the Act can be availed of only after the number of units indicated in Para 1 (vii) of this 


Notification, are located in the Industrial Park. 

7. M/s.; Rajasthan State Industrial Development & Investment Corporation Limited, Jaipur, shall cominue to 
operate the Industrial Park during the ^riod in which the benefits under clause (iii) of sub-section (4) of SeetJoh 80-IA of 
the Income-tax Act,4961 are to be availed. 

8. In case the commencement of the Industrial Park is delayed by more than one year from Ae date indicated m 
Para 1 (xi) of this notification, fresh approval will be required under the Industrial Park Scheme, 2002, for avai mg ne i 

under sub-section 4(iii) of Section 80-IA of the Income-tax Act, 1961 . 

9. The approval will be invalid and M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial Development & Investment Corporation 
Limited, Jaipur, shall be solely responsible for any repercussions of such invalidity, if 

(i) the application on the basis of which the approval is accorded by the Centrd Government contains wrong 
information/misinformation or some material information has not been provided in it. 

(ii) it is for the location of the Industrial Park for which approval has already been accorded in the name of 
another undCftaltihg- 
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10.j In case M/s. Rajasth^ State Industrial Development & Investment Corporation Limited, Jaipur, transfers the 
operation and maintenance of the Industrial Park (i.e., transferor undertaking) to another undertaking (i.e., the transferee 
undertakingi, the transferor and transfuee shall jointly intimate to the Entrepreneurial Assistance Unit of the Secretariat for 
Industrial Assistance, Department of Industrial Policy and Promotion, Udyog Bhawan, New Delhi-11 along with a copy of 
the agreemejit executed between the transferor and transferee undertaking for the aforesaid transfer. 

11 i The conditions mentioned in this notification as well as those included in the Industrial Park Scheme, 2002 
should be adhered to during the period for which benefits under this scheme are to be availed. The Central Government may 
withdraw the above approval in case M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial Development & Investment Corporation Limited, 
Jaipur, fails p comply with any of the conditions. 

12. Any amendment of the project plan without the approval of the Central Government or detection in future, or 
failure on the part of the applicant to disclose any material fact, will invalidate the approval of the Industrial Park. 

[Notification No. 191/2007/F. No. 178/48/2007-ITA-I] 
DEEPAK GARG, Under Secy. 

I ^ 30 2007 

^31T. 1705.-—1961 (1961 ^43) (^‘371^ ^3^ ^ 

(«) (lii) ^ 1 31^, 1997 31 111^, 2002 

^ ^.3Tt. 193 (3?)1^^30'JTT^, 1999 ^ 1 37^, 1997 ^ cl*n 31 

■*7T^, 2006 ^it'till'd "^.aTT. 354(37) 'Slf^ ’7Rd‘77W7, dlfuM 3^ (S^^lPlch ittd 37^ 

^ 37f«R^3^f 51^ ^ ^ #3HT 3|t7 37ft7^J^ ^ f; 

alt' A’h 4 M'jil'jjd 3ei)‘i ^7^, fdcri4) 

02005 ^ alt«itfh«p sh ^Mrni-rv 7r5i^-342001 aMw 

TJT^ ^ ^-^7 ^-7^ t; 

^ ■311% ^ ^ 37^^ 1W7 37t7 ?lcif ^ 37tfN nfWJl c787T ^?it^ ^ 

20-1(1-2006 ^ U 15/127/2005-371^ ^ 37^difn '3171 aMPtl? W 31^MjRd i; 

373 3itl%nilftim80^ir'lit Wim (4) (in) 

Xt?FS[^KI Tsfe (Hi) al l ll tPl i ; ^ ^ 

^ fs d«71 3757 %?! yxlircrld 'an '7# lit 37f«7^fld liTdt I 

i 37 ^ 

17^ "m 1771 '7I377«7H "7^ $4wA’<> %,73n7^ ^ 37tsitfni7 

%T^ 37^ltH %17 ^ I 


1. (i) 3?|?f|Rr4> H 111 


(ii) 




(lii) slisjlpi* W m 
(iv) xwifqci «r)j4«»»tniH 


77317*77*7 

chinRj^H 

aftfitfricb 3ni-<sitmi, 

■713^*711-342001 

333.08 



1 371^ Tit "TTl^rTI '771*7 3itdtPjet) '♦>i4'=h<niH ^ 


I TFI 3!77lf ^ ^T^dl 

fllTTT 


j 37^«rPT wm 





1 2 3 

- 

- 

Mmful 


rnr ■amiti '% U'Wifdd : 92 . 05 % 

f#7 
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(vi) 

(vii) ^ t(<Wi 
(viii) MWif^ ®{jH Pi4«fi (<tf^l 

(ix) ^ 

(Tiftrw?^) 

(x) 1%R>ra ^ 

(xi) ^ ^ ««iiP^n WT 

2 . fa<ft d? l ei>PMi M l i l i <f «wqriwi fanw ^ f-l ^ ’pi '<M^-<I CT»ia ^ 50% ^ ^ ^ ^ I ^ a)la'>Pl<» 

^ ^ 3?WPPif ^ ftm ftfta -w?! ira=i ’Rai ♦, 5* -Rw^ ■« #si>fw ^ ^ ^ ^ 

^A^<^4^<TlHt ^ ^gsf ^T WRf ^ 60% ^ ^ ^ 1 

3. la^ (W«J» ^#cT), '»»<ni'if^ cWt ti^^» 4cc(4 >, 

ftjirn, ?iRn5f^ W ^ 3Ri afW^ ’wpfwt ta «wm 3#! # ^ f ■# ^ « 

4. 1^1 srite, 2002^ €4!13II 2S4<«)1^^TIOTft6^T4 4TRiro(«)^ftft«?tI#rai^Wm(^ 
■3ft?ifSaRt4!«T5TOi4n^ 4otf»!4r'4B^ i^l^fTO'aflntPw 

I4f5ft ?4ni 4n arora i^iF im?^; 3rf^ TF54 3mi ^#i ^ ^i=p ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ' 

flR#, fepf 3W414.mm TPri ^ 

si^jaR 3i?m1^'^nx^m I 

^ 3Rnf<i ^ ^ ura ^ 11 

7. Aw( ;4R4 <w i4»i'<44 T(5 ;4M<!f2^I'j R Tn fa.,^^^ hWi* 

ftra SPjfV ^ 3ira4!7 SiftiPOT, 1961 4ft ^80 4ft (4)5^^ (iii) ^ 3F4ft4 4114 %4 4lft f I 

8. 4ft44g 4tAPl4. m4 !^4ll^^^44 4lfa^?Hl^ft4 I (xi) ^ftiftgftftl ^ ^ ^ ^ 441 ^f44l >4 #111 

4t 31144:7 3lfWl44, 1961 #414 80 4l’e4ft44-4RI 4 (iii) ^ 341# 4im41414# aft##:414f #441, 2002 ift 

3i?nf<! 3!5*te ^ I 

9. 'xiw 3T^ '^ntj?!? q>!MR!^i*i %•, 

3T^X??n ^ thrift 1^ # rv>i*^*vR '^, "Xlf^- 

(i) 3n^ m ^ m oti ^ t, ^ ’^smr^ 3Wxit 

Cl»^M<«|f ^ ^ ^ ^ I 

(ii) 

i I 

10. ^ ^ Tf^mR ^ fa> ^ (3iqK<H>n<mchdi 

^ ^ ix^m 4t 31^^^ M ^ ^xrfh (arof^ affcittcft ^xiani) ^ ewi^Rfi ^ Tit ^ 3t^ 

yRlTOT ^ fN giOT^ ^ gf^ ^x^sFT ^ ^ P< x >mr<ld chTR ^ ^ m ^mpm ^Rx^tei^. ^ 

1^,1^-n ^ 

3T5rf<TTO I ^ mcr>R ^ ^ 

W ^^^^,2002 


: 195-^ 

: 1731.00 
: ^ 

: 1377.92 ^irar 

: 31-3-2006 
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I 12. ^ ^ WT ^ ■4* W ?PHT 3fS7^ ^ 

^ ^ jsvtKi -m arow tbrit, sfhntfw iraf ^ •sfit aq^ti ^ i 

[ u 192/2007/^. U 178/50/2007-3n.^. f^T.-I ] 

New Delhi, the 30th May, 2007 
(INCOME-TAX) 

S.O. 1705.—Whereas the Central Government in exercise of the powers conferred by clause (iii) of sub-section 
(4) of Se ction 80-IA of the Income-tax Act, 1961 (43 of 1961) (hereinafter referred to as the said Act), has framed and notified 
a Scheme for industrial park, by the notifications of the Government of India in the Ministry of Commerce and Industry 
(Department of Industrial Policy and Promotion) vide number S.O. 193(E), dated the 30th March, 1999, for the period 
beginni] ig on the 1 st day of April, 1997 and ending on the 31 st day of March. 2002 and vide number S.O. 354(E) dated the 
1 st day ()f April. 2002, for the period beginning on the 1 st day of April, 1997 and ending on the 31 st day of March, 2006; 

And whereas. M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial Development & Investment Corporation Limited, having Registered 
Office a Udyog Bhawan, Tilak Marg, Jaipur-302(X)5 is developing an Industrial Park at Industrial Area Boranada-IV Phase, 
Village-poranada,Tehsil-Luni,District-Jodhpur, Rajasthan-342001; 

j And whereas the Central Government has approved the said Industrial Park vide Ministry of Commerce and 
Industry letter No. 15/127/2005-IP&ID dated 20-10-2006 subject to the terms and conditions mentioned in the annexure to 


this not^ication; 

I Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by clause (iii) of sub-section (4) of Section 80-IA of the said 
Act, the Central Government hereby notifies the undertaking, being developed and being maintained and operated by 
M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial Development & Investment Corporation Limited, Jaipur, as an industrial park for the 
purpose 5 of the said clause (iii). 

ANNEXURE 

1 The terms and conditions on which the approval of the Government of India has been accorded for setting up of 
an industrial park by M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial Development & Investment Corporation Limited, Jaipur. 

I. (i) jflame of the Industrial Undertaking Rajasthan State Industrial Envelopment & 

Investment Corporation Limited 

(ii) ^oposed location Industrial Area Boranada-IV, Phase, 

! Village-Boranada,Tehsil-Luni, 

i District-Jodhpur, 

I Rajasthan-342001 

(iii) ^rea of Industrial Park : 333.08 Acres 

(iv) ^oposed activities 


Nature of Industrial activity with NIC Code 


Section 


NIC Code 


Division 


Group 


A ; 2&3 — — 


(v) percentage of allocable 
^ea earmarked for 
Industrial use 

(vi) Percentage of allocable 
vea earmarked for 
^mmercial use 

(vii) ^inimum numbers of industrial units 
(viii) I'otal investments proposed 

ijAmount in Rupees) 

Ck) Investment on built up space for Industrial use 
(JAiAount in Rupees) 


Etescription 


Manufacturing 


92.05% 


195 Units 
1731.00 lakhs 
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Oc) Investmem on Inftwtmcture Development iocluding ' : 1377.92 lakhs 

investment on built up space for industrial use 
(Amount in Rupees) 

(xO Proposed date of commencement of the Industrial Park : 31'03“2006 

2. The minimum investment on infrastructure development in an Industrial Park shall not be less than 50% of the 
total project cost. In the case of a Industrial Park which provides built-up space for industrial use, the minimum expenditure 
on infrastructure development including cost of construction of industrial space, shall not be less than 60% of the total 
project cost. 

3. Infrastructure development shall include, roads (including approach roads), watw sufply and sewerage, common 
effluent treatment facility, telecom network, generation and distribution of power, air-conditiOning and such othw facilities 
as are for comrhon use for industrial activity which are identifiable and are jnovtded on commo'cial terms. 

4. No single unit referred to in column (2) of the Table given in sub-paragraph (b) of paragraph 6 of S.0.354(E) 
dated the 1 st April, 2002, shall occupy more than fifty percent of the allocable industrial area of an Industrial Park. For this 
purpose a unit means any separate and distinct entity for the purpose of one and more state or Central tax laws. 

5. Necessary approvals, including that for foreign direct investment or non-resident Indian investment by the 
Foreign Investment Promotion Board or Reserve Bank of India or any authority specified under any law for the time being 
in force, shall be taken separately as per the policy and procedures in force. 

6. The tax benefits under the Act, can be availed of only after the number of units indicated in Para 1 (vii) of this 
Notification, are located in the Industrial Park. 

7. M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial Development & Investment Corporation Limited, Jaipur, shdl continue to 

operate the Industrial Park during the period in which the benefits under clause (iii) of sub-section (4) of Section 80IA of the 
Income-tax Act, 1961 are to be availed. • 

8. In case the commencement of the Industrial Park is delayed by more than one year from the date indicated in 
Para 1 (xi) of this notification, fresh approval will be required under the Industrial Park Scheme, 2(X)2, for availing benefits 
under sub-section 4(iii) of Section SOIAof the Income Tax Act, 1961. 

9. The approval will be invalid and M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial Development & Investment Corporation 

Limited, Jaipur, shall be solely responsible for any repercussions of such invalidity, if 

(i) the application on the basis of which the approval is accorded by the Central Government contains wrong 
information/misinformation or some material information has not been provided in it. 

(ii) it is for the location of the industrial park for which approval has already been accorded in the name of 
another undertaking. 

10. In case M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial Development & Investment Corporation Limited, Jaipur, transfers the 
operation and maintenance of the industrial park (i.e., transferor undertaking) to another undertaking (i.e., the tr^sferee 
undertaking), the transferor and transferee shall jointly intimate to the Entrepreneurial Assistance Unit of the S^etariat for 
Industrial Assistance, Department of Industrial Policy and Promotion, Udyog Bhawan, New Delhi-11 along with a copy of 
the agreement executed between the transferor and transferee undertaking for the aforesaid transfer. 

11. The conditions mentioned in this notifreation as well as.those included in the Industrial Park Scheme, 2002 
should be adhered to during the period for which benefits under this scheme are to be availed. The Central Government may 
withdraw the above approval in case M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial Development & Investment Coiporation Limited, 
Jaipur, fails to comply with any of the conditions. 

12. Any amendment of the project plan without the approval of tec Clentral Government or detection in future, or 
failure on the part of tec applicant to disclose any material fact, will invali^te tee approval of ihe industrial park. 

[Notification No. 192/2007/F. No. 178/5(V2007-ITA-I] 
DEEPAK GARG, Under Secy. 

31 ^,2007 

(aniTOT) 

^.3IT. 1706.—1961 (1961 43) (W ^^ t) ^ 80^ 

^ ( 4 ) ^ iste (iii) "m ^^■^,1 1997 ^^^ 31 ^, 2002 

^ ^ ^ ^ i93(3i) 30 1999 ^ ^ ^ 1 1997 ^ ^ 
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31 20oj6 ^ ^ ^.3n. 354(3?) ^ cUfuM? ^ sik 

3fl|, itm in?^ 97/^, fl#? 6 ^5 tT 5 f, 4»1 <i 4 jhi, ^ntfk-560 095 it ^ W, 

^ U 17, io-25, 29, 43 sfk 44, 4cm\^ ■^, w46<h-560 032 ^ aj il i i P t 4 » W ^ 

^ Tp i; 

snt, w«f>K ■^, w ^ 3?5^ afcrtrifiad 1^ 3fk 71^ awH cupuMi ^«?i ^#1? i f^ M4 ^ 

5- 12j-2006 ^ E. 15/206/2005-3?1^ ^ ^ SRpf?? 3?^ptf^ t; 

I, ■?^Tf^, ^ «im 80 ^ ^ ■3^-siKr (4) (iU) 'm vinw4['^ ^ 

¥<4>1<, »<a<vaiM ^ (iii) ^ iHA'jHI'sf 311^1014) ^ 'Sf!^ ‘STO ^«?T 

3?5?fM^ T^^'jiraTf^ 1^ -31? ^ -3^ -SW? ^ t I 


a?^ 


^ yj§<^4 SRT stow ^ -qf^ -sn^ ^ 3?^ti^ 

IRB f^<<i ^1 

1. (i) srhjpRT’awf 3ftT??r y)4 ' 4<'H 

(ii) 'qmf, sF7 U 17, 20-25, 29, 43 3^ 44, 

! Mpf-q^ ^11^«F «fn^, 












^ wnr : ^ 16, 2007/5^ 26, 1929 3805 

4. 1 37^, 2002 ^ ^.377. 354 (3Pf) ^ (^) ^ ^ (2) ^ 

^f^^?7ft3RT fip# 3 f>litf^ y fili< Pi^d 4liiPl» ^ V\ 50% ^ 37t^ l^m <7lftgT ^ IW37^7^^HT«f 

f^ IPI^ ^ 3TlVm 1^ 37f^ ^ 3J«7^ ^ ^ 3m»T ^ ^ t I 

5 . s(m^ Wn ^ ^ wm 3T«mT srPi^ Mtt sr^rar 

3?g?TR 37^ ^n^*TT I 

6. 37f^t^»il 1 ( vii) ^ Wwi ^ ^ 3}leiinioh 3iqfV*^7T ^ ^ '5^7 37f%7f^7^ 

^ 37»d<fd ^ W?71^ 'TSPflRt 1^ I 

7. ifN^r 1Wtg, tr? sT^fir # 4iiini» W ^ ^ 37^ 

37FWT 37f«lf5!^, 1961 ^ 80 F V ^ (4) ^ TO (iii) ^ 37^ W71^^ t I 

8. "^Tf^ ”3^ '^Tlijf ^ STIT'T^ 37f%nj^^^1 (xi) Pif^«»6‘Rrf^^ '»qw f^ci«i ^Idi 

^37T^srf^1^, 1961 ^«7Rr 80 ^ ^^^'7^7 4 (iii) ^ 37^ ^ '^T^, 2002 ^ 

3f<H3 ^ 37g*te im I ' 

(i) 37!^ xnf 37^1? ITT ^ ^7T3JR m 373Rt^ TO 1^ '*^7 t, TO 37«7^ 

A _ t _.\ 

q«q4<«n '3 ^ "^T? fi I 

(ii) "^TF "3^ 2^Ni)^72F''77^^ 37^7f^«7f^‘i^i^ 1^375*7^ 37^ ■3W*7 ^"37*7'^■'TF^ til' 

♦ I 

10. Tft*7^'ST^^^R 3775^ ( 37«7itl^ SRirn^Klf'3W*7) ^ ■SP31?R 37 k 375^OT 

^THFft^^W? (37«7f<I^ 3r3M ■3W7) ^ SWIdRd TO7 ii 374<«74»d[ 3?^ STFM 3Hi[«« 8W7d<«l ^ 37’^<u|«f>?7f 3f7T 

373M 3W7 TntmfXd ^ wim itITOt^, 4«7ini4» 3?k TON "fTO 

"3^ N?Fft-l 1 ^ 3 ?wTO7?I7 7317^ ^5^3 ^575^ ^ ^ I 

11. 37f%7^^ 3fN3%3 ^ ^ "TTiei-^TT*? sfHdtN^ “TOTON, 2002 4’ 'wN?7 "33 33 37^37^ 3^ 373f7i7 

^ fTO ■3P77 ^Tfin^ NtTO w TO3 ^ 3N»N ^ W<T 13»^ 377^ ^ I ^ ■?7T3n^ 37g»TO7 3!^ 373^ ^ 

f 3N ^77?^ %fi7^,-331^ sNstfTO 373i TO3/2002 ^ Nff^ ?7af 37W W 3TOj^ ^ Nj^ vft 

^ 37^37^ ^ arow TF3;f I 

12. 17T377T ^ 373TO ^ 1TOTO33'^^‘N73T 337 3i\^^tTO«R 37337 3fTOW 337 W737 37337'TO 

3®3 377 4^^JdHi 3><.^ ^ 37I*^33» 377 37^73*^ <5*11, 373» ^ 3753^3 37^ 37^3 337 ^37 I 

[ 37f%7TOT 201/2007/377. U 178/72/2007-33.37. N.-I] 

'’^N3> 3^, 373R '^7^3 


N^w Delhi, the 31 St May, 2007 
<BiCmfE-TAX) 

S.O. 1706.--Whcrcas the Central Government in exercise of the powers amferred by clause (iii) of sub-section 
(4)ofSectkm80>IAofdie h7come-taxAct, 1961 (43 of 1961 Xhaeinaft^refnied to asthe said Act),has ftamed and notified 
a scheme for Industrial Park, by the notifications of die Government of India in ^ Mifmtry of Conmiercc and Industry 
(Departmoit of Industrud Policy and Promotion) vide numbCT S.O. f93(E), dated the 30th March, 1999, fOT the period 
beginning on the Ist dayofi^il, 1997 and ending on the 31st day of March, 2()02 and v/de number S.O. 354(E) dated the 
1st day of April, 2002, for the period beginning on the 1st day of April, 1997 and ending on die 31 stday of March, 2006; 

And whoeas M/s. Primal Projects Privatelimited, 97/B, 2nd Floor, 6thBlodcJCoramangaUu BangadOTe-560095, is 
developing an Industrial Park at Pri Tech Park, Sy. No. 17,20—^25,29,43 & 44, Bellandur, Valhur Hobli, Bangalore East 
Taluk, Bangalore, Kamataka-560032; 

And whereas the Central Government has approved the said Industrial Park vide Ministry of Cmnmerce and 
Industry letter n6 . 15/206/2005-ID dated 5-12-2006 subject to the terms and conditions mentioned in theannexure to this 
notification; 


26 ^ GI/ 07 -.- 7 * 
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Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by clause (iii) of sub-section ( 4 ) of Section 80-IA of the said 
Act, the (pentral Government hereby notifies the undertaking, being developed and being maintained and operated by 
M/s. Prinial Projects Private Limited, Bangalore, as an Industrial Park for the purposes of the said clause (iii). 

' ANNEXLRE 

"^e terms and conditions on which the approval of the Government of India has been accorded for setting up of 
an Indust^al Park by M/s. Primal Projects Private Limited, Bangalore. 

1. (i) Njimeofthe Industrial Undertaking : M/s. Primal Projects Private Limited, 

(ii) Piioposed location : Pri Tech Park, Sy. Nos. 17,20—25,29, 43 & 44 , 

Bellandur, Varthur Hobli, Bangalore East Taluk, 

‘ Bangalore, Kamataka-560 032 

(iii) Ajea of Industrial Park: : 241620Sq.Ft. 

(iv) Piioposed activities. 


Nature of Industrial actievity with NIC code 


NIC Code Description 


Section 


Division 


Group 


Software supply services 


(v) Percentage of allocable : 95 % 

arp earmarked for 

Ii^ustrial use 

(vi) Percentage of allocable : 5 % 

arp earmarked for 

Commercial use 

(vii) N®nimum number of industrial units : 05 Units 

(viii) Total investments proposed : 25,83,58,148/- 

(i^ount in Rupees) 

Ox) Injvestment on built up space for Industrial use : 18,12,15,000/- 

(.^ount in Rupees) 

(x) Investment on Infrastructure Development including : 23,11,15,000/- 

in^estment on built up space for Industrial use 

(.i^mount in Rupees) 

(xi) Pijoposed date of commencement of the Industrial Park 28-02-2006 

4 . The minimum investment on infrastructure development in an Industrial Park shall not be less than 50% of the 
total projdct cost. In the case of an Industrial Park which provides built-up space for Industrial use, the minimum expenditure 
on infrastructure development including cost of construction of industrial space, shall not be less than 60% of the total 
project ajst. 

Infrastructure development shall include, roads (including approach roads), water supply and sewerage, common 
effluent treatment facility telecom network, generation and distribution of power, air-conditioning and such other facilities 
as are for jximmon use for industrial activity which are identifiable and are provided on commercial terms. 

4. No single unit referred to in column (2) of the Table given in sub-paragraph (b) of paragraph 6 of S.0.354(E) 
dated the |l st April, 2002, shall occupy more than fifty percent of the allocable industrial area of an Industrial Park. For this 
purpose a|unit means any separate and distinct entity for the purpose of one and more Slate or Central tax laws. 

4. Necessary approvals, including that for foreign direct investment or non-resident Indian investment by the 
Foreign Investment Promotion Board or Reserve Bank of India or any authority specified under any law for the time being 
in force, nail be taken separately as per the policy and procedures in force. 

6 . The tax benefits under the Act can be availed of only after the number of units indicated in Para 1 (vii) of this 
Notificatibn, are located in the Industrial Park. 

7. M/s. Primal Projects Private Limited, Bangalore, shall continue to operate the Industrial Park during the period 
in which l|ie benefits under clause (iii) of sub-section (4) of Section 80-IA of the Income-tax Act, 1961 are to be availed. 
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8. In case the commencement of the Industrial Park is delayed by more than one year from the date indicated in 
Para 1 (xi) of this notification, fresh i^proval will be required und^ the Industrial Park Scheme, 2002, for availing benefits 
under sub-section 4<iii) of Section 80IA. of tiie Income Tax Act, 1961. 

9 . TTie approval will be invalid and !4/8. Primal Projects Private Limited, Bangidwe, shall be solely responsible for 
any repax:ussions of such invalidity, if— 

0) the application on the basis of which the approval is accorded by the Central Government contains wrong 
information/misinformation or some material information has not l^n provided in it. 

Oi) it is for the location of the industrial park for which approval has already been accorded in the name of 
another undertaking. 

10. In case M/s. Primal Projects Private Limited, Bangalore, transfers the operation and maintenance of the 
Industrial Park (i.e., transferor undertaking) to another under taking (i.e., the transferee undertaking), the transferor and 
transferee shall jointly intimate to the Entrepreneurial Assistance Unit of the Secretariat for Industrial Assistance, Department 
of Industrial Policy and Promotion, Udyog Bhawan, New Delhi-11 alongwith a copy of the agreement executed between the 
transferor and transferee undertaking for the aforesaid transfer. 

11. The conditions mentioned in this notification as well as those included in the Industrial Park Scheme, 2002 
should be adhered to during the period for which benefits under this scheme are to be availed. The Central Government may 
withdraw the above approvakin case M/s. Primal Projects Private Limited, Bangalore, fails to comply with any of the 
conditions. 

12. Any amendment of the project plan without the approval of the Central Government or detection in future, or 
failure on the part of the applicant to disclose any material fact, will invalidate the approval of the industrial park. 

[Notification No. 201/2007/F. No. 178/72/2007-ITA-I] 
DEEPAK GARG, Under Secy. 


31 -*1^,2007 

( ) 


■W.3IT. 1707.^^S|^ 3TIW^ 1961 (1961 ^43) (’^FT W wt) ^ «nTT SO FT 

(4) (iii) ^'Srahl ^^^ 1 31^, 1997 31‘*ir^,2002 

^ ^ 31^ ^ 193 (3T) 1^qfqr30'*?T^, I 3f^, 1997^ ^ 31 

■rH, 2006 313ff^ ^ 354(31) ^ WchK, eiifhisq afk ^ 

afk 97/^, 6 «+.l<Wq<rll. ^n#t-560 095 41^ afk 

4^ Tit tqr -qiaf, sFl U 17, 20-25, 29, 43 3(tT 44, *Hf4cb-560 032 

'qiqf ^ Iwn ^ tft 

^ ^ ^ 3lft?^qqi ^ 3?^ 3?1^ ^ ^ ^nP^M ^ 

10-04-2007 ^ ■q^r U 15/136/2006-311^ ^ ^ 3P^ "3^ 31^I#[?1 t; 

3W ^^it^ ^ tiro 80 ^ ^ ^'FqVRT (4) 3gFF (iii) Tl^Trqtn ^ 

t^‘ Traits ^ ■sqsF^i ^ i i 

«IRcl 41<4>K ^ TfttT?! 91^4441 TJl?^ PelPHid, IRl 3|j«jlPl4 ^1^ ^ Sl^ife 

p ^ 

TT^R FI 

1. (i ) aHatfipoF aMsbq 45T RPl : Tlt^ yl^4t4« TITF^ PcnP^^, 

(ii) TPSnf^cf 4^5 sftc 4^ Tit ^ *qi^, Tl. 17, 20-25, 

29, 43 ^ 44, qPif^ 

cH^ ^fq^, 4did4-560 032 

(iii) aftsitfw qrqf ^ : 53.406.68^'te 
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^ w*! 3ll«iinicb ^ 


siniTi 




^TVrll^ 


(v) aflWlrii^t) witn^ ^ ^ 3if^ : 95% 

(vi) : 5 % 

(vii) 3il'Ej)fji«tJ •^nw Woqi : 04 

(viii) J4«iir<|d ^ (Tf^ ■^) : 60,50,78,150 

(tx) ^ . 52Mfi7W 

(x#tW-4') 

(x) 3<cit<^'iicH=h l^'«f»W ■’TC 1Pr4^i [4^4 3ftsilf*i«fi ^ ; 58,78/17,000 

MrfSraf ^F«TR T<iH^ «ft J^llfild i (TT% ' 4 ') 

Od) 3ilsiin|«h -qr^^ 3n^ ^ 1M«r : 28-2-2006 

2. 3l1«^p»e|» M|on' fq<»>m ^ ^ qf<ql'4HII ^IPm ^ 50% ^ ^ I 

W ^ ^ ^ TTP# ^ ^ frofoT ^ ^ ^ 

TC 73^ ?ipm ^ 60% ^ ^ ■q^' #n I 

3. "tenq (^*»> ^«ii ^ ^l<r<<6TM 

?mT ^ 3r5T ^ skitfiRr ^4c6dm ^ ^ f. # ^ oi r^ch ^ 

tkWk T^'f I 

^ ^ * 3Tkl, 2002 "^fl '3>T.3IT. 354 (3T) ^ 6 ^ ^<(i4iy> (33) dlftrl«hl ^ c^HH (2) 

^Poin 3k akiifkp 8^3FT 50% ^ 7^- ^ l^inkRTS^ 

■?3k -sn^FT "qr 3^ sqfv^r if»4 stst^ 3jT ^1^ ^ "snkR 1^ f^Rit 3?^ <1*11 f^TR t 1 

1^-1 A t^iki ^ ^ SRI P=i^^fn iicq^ kkr 3 t«i^ 1=!^ 3 t« 33 t 

^TRrihT U'»i4 ^ ^ 3T813T ^«n WN 1%3ft ^ 3Rpf3 3^f3^3>T'4 ^ ’^flfHcrl f, 3?! 31^^ it1?r 3*1? ^ 

31^pR 3im3f%3T'5|npn I 

6. ak?353^^kT 1 (vii) Mm^^-% ^kittw-qra^^^^ 3WrT it ^3if3#m 

^ ap^fik 3i3 TTRT ^ I 

7. ■^'Ci MJ^^c fViPH^s, "33? 31^ ^ akftfw IR? ■q=q TRTR^ ’311^ 3T^«7 

37Pr^3rfMf^, 1961 ^3^m80 9^^^3^RT(4)^3^(iii)^3RFf?lRWlm'3n^t I 

^ skftfkr "qR? sirw ^ ‘4’ ^ ki 1 (xi) "4 tr? opf ^ ^ i 

^«(R^3Tft^, 1961 ^3^TO80|1^^^3?RT4 (iii) ^ RmIHR ^ 1 rt7 

3^-q^T 31TR 3)3RI 31^^ ^ t 

9J 31^*k^ ^ ^mrqT 3k 3itqR Tni^ t^m^, Rq#T kft 31^3RT ^ 1^ 

^ ^Vii, 

(i) ■q^ P»l«<=h 3T!«rR ^ ^ ^^«r.K IKT 31^^'i 3RR "taT "0^ f, '4' WrT T fRHI/'llTjqi 3T«RT chPdM^ 

(ii) ’’^T^ ^ ^ 31^jk^ 31^ "qiiT ■qF^ 31^ t^RT "W 

^ . 
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wni 16, 2007/5^26 ,1929 

10- w%^i 4«iiPi«h W m 

<3Rt?f?^3??!M'3WT) ^ 3f?Tft?fr 

^ sllf *311^ 

1%;?#-11 ^ diwvfiwfll ■^p!3 I 

11. ^3rfirg^‘^f’3f^?ato^^^-^alhnW^W ^^,2()02^^^^ wif ^"3^ afraftr 

t ^ 'tef 3n^ fMPits, Jj'^Krlii 2002 '^f ftrflf?T ^ a(T«jm ^ ^ 

^ sTjqi^'^f arow w ^ I 

^ ^ ^ 3Rn»^ ^elPT3> ^ 3I5 r^ 31 ^ ^ ^ 1 

[31^31^3511^. 202/2007m it 178/73/2007-afn.^. 1^.-1] 

■*Ff, aw^ 


New Delhi, the 31st May, 2007 


(INa)ME-TAX) 

S.O. 1707.—Whweas the Central Government in ex^cise of the powers conferred by clause (iii) of sub-section 
(4) ofSectionSO-IAofthe Income-tax Act, 1961 (43of 1961 )(hereinafito'referred to as the said Act),has framed and notified 
a scheme for industrial park, by the notifications of the Government of India in the Ministry of Commerce and Industry 
(Department of Industrial Policy and Promotion) vide number S.O. 193(E), dated the 30th March, 1999, for the period 
beginning on the Istday of April, 1997 and ending on the 31st day ofMarch, 2002 and vWe number S.O, 354(E) dated the 
1st day of April, 2002, for die period beginning on the 1st day of AjhiI, 1997 and ending on die 31st day cd" March, 2006; 

And wh«eas M/s. Priimd Projects Private Limited, 97/B, 2nd Floor, 6tfi Block Karamangala, Bangalore-SdO095, is 
developing an Industrial Paric at Campus 4A and 4B, Pri Tech Park, Sy. No. 17,20-25,29,43 & 44, Bellandur, VaithurHobli, 
Bangalore East Taluk, Bai^ore, lCGaiuUaka-S60032; 

And whereas the Central Government has approved the said Industrial Park vide Ministry of Commerce and 
Industry letter No. 15/136/2006-ID dated 10-4-2007 subject to the tarms and conditions mentitmed in the annexure to this 
notification; 

Now, therefore, in exo'cise of the powers conferred by clause (iii) of sub-section (4) of Section 80-lA of the said 
Act, the Central Govemmwit herd>y noti^ the undotaking, being develops and being maintained and operated by 
M/s. Primal Projects Private Limited, Bangalore, as an industrial park for the purposes of the said clause (iii). 

Ai>i^^ajRE 

The t^ms and conditions on which the approval of the Government of India has been accorded for setting up of 
an Industrial Paik by M/s. Primal Projects Private Limits Bangalore. 

1. (i) Naihe of the Industrial Undertaking, Campus 4A and 4B : M/s. Primal Projects Private Limited, 

(ii) Proposed location : Campus 4 A &4B, Pri Tech Park, Sy. 

No. 17,20-25,29,43 & 44, Bellandur, 

Varthur Hobli, Bangalcwe East Taluk, 

Bangalore, Kam^aka-560 032. 

(iii) Area of Industrial Park : 5,24,406.68 Sq. Ft 


(iv) Proposed activities: 




Nature of Industrial activity with NIC code 



NICCode Description 

S.No. 

Section 

Division Group Class 

A 

8 

89 892 8922 Software supply services 


(v) Percentage of allocable area earmarked for : 95% 

Industrial use 
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5% 

04 Units 
60,50,78,150/- 

52,44,07,000/- 

58,78,07,000/- 

28-02-2006 


(vi) Percentage of allocable area earmarked for 

commercial use 

(vii) Mininium number of industrial units 
(viii) Total ^vestments proposed 

(Amoiint in Rupees) 

Ox) Investment on built up space: for. Industrial use 

(Amount in Rupees) 

(x) Investfient on Infrastructure Development including 

investiitent on built up space for industrial use 

(Amoiint in Rupees) 

(xi) Propo^ date of commencement of the Industrial Park 

2. Tl^e minimum investment on infrastructure development in an Industrial Park shall not be less than 50% of the 
total project cofet. In the case of an Industrial Park which provides built-up space for industrial use, the minimum expenditure 
on infrastructure development including cost of construction of industrial space, shall not be less than 60% of the total 
project cost. ! 

3. In rastructiffe development shall include, roads (including approach roads), water supply and sewerage, common 
effluent treatm ent facility, telecom network, generation and distribution of power, air-conditioning and such other facilities 
as are for comi non use for industrial activity which are identifiable and are provided on commercial terms. 

4. N() single unit referred to in column (2) of the Table given in sub-paragraph (b) of paragraph 6 of S.O. 354(E) 
dated the 1 st A pril, 2002, shall occupy more than fifty percent of the allocable industrial area of an Industrial Park. For this 
purpose a unit means any separate and distinct entity for the purpose of one and more State or Central tax laws. 

5. Niicessaiy approvals, including that for foreign direct investment or non-resident Indian investment by the 
^reign Invest nent Promotion Board or Reserve Bank of India or any authority specified under any law for the time being 
in force, shall )e taken separately as per the policy and procedures in force. 

6. Tf e tax benefits under the Act can be availed of only after the number of units indicated in Para 1 (vii) of this 
Notification, a e located in the Industrial Park, 

7. M s. Primal Projects Private Limited, Bangalore, shall continue to operate the Industrial Park during the period 
in which the benefits under clause (iii) of sub-section (4) of Section 80-IA of the Income-tax Act, 1961 are to be availed. 

8. In case the commencement of the Industrial Park is delayed by more than one year from the date indicated in 
Para 1 (xi) of ti is notification, fresh approval will be required under the Industrial Park Scheme, 2002, for availing benefits 
under sub-secti on 4(iii) of Section 80-IA of the Income Tax Act, 1961. 

9. The approval will be invalid and M/s. Primal Projects Private Limited, Bangalore, shall be solely responsible for 
any repercussions of such invalidity, if 

(i) the application on the basis of which the approval is accorded by the Central Government contains wrong 
information/misinformation or some material information has not been provided in it. 

(ii) it is for the location of the industrial park for which approval has already been accorded in the name of 
another undertaking. 

10. In case M/s. Primal Projects Private Limited, Bangalore, transfers the operation and maintenance of the 
Industrial Park (i.e., traiwferor undertaking) to another undertaking (i.e., the transferee undertaking), the transferor and 
transferee shall jointly intimate to the Entrepreneurial Assistance Unit of the Secretariat for Industrial Assistance, Department 
of Industrial Po icy and Promotion, Udyog Bhawan, New Delhi-11 along with a copy of the agreement executed between the 
transferor and l ransferee undertaking for the aforesaid transfer. 

11. Tlie conditions mentioned in.this notification as well as those included in the Industrial Park Scheme, 2002 
should be adhei ed to during the period for which benefits under this scheme are to be availed. The Central Government may 

withdraw the above approval in case M/s. Primal Projects Private Limited, Bangalore, fails to comply with any of the 
conditions. I 

12. Aliy amendment of the project plan without the approval of the Central Government or detection in future, oi 
failure on the p^ of the applicant to disclose any material fact, will invalidate the approval of the Industrial Park. 

; [Notification No. 202/2007/F. No. 178/73/2007-ITA-I] 

DEEPAK GARG, Under Secy. 
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M 31 2007 


(DefMUtmentQf £c;oiioiiiic Affidrs) 
(BANKING DIVISION) 


W.OT. 1708,-^21 TmR, 

T3Wt^ ^ irsiM) 1^, 1976 ^ 10 ^ 

(4) 'il^ 3?^ 

^ ^ rnHl^Rsid so 

^ 3?f%irar ^ 1^ m 

^ 1^ t, t:- 

i7-^;T?rsiwT2^, 

3n^.T^^.T^ 

[m U 11013(01 )2007-1^-2] 
^^% TWf, fd^sn^ (TR^) 

New Delhi, the 31st May, 2007 

S.O. 1708.—^In pursuance of Sub-rule (4) of Rule 
10 of the Official Language (Use for Official Purposes of 
the Union) Rules, 1976, die Central (Sovemment hraeby 
notifies the following office under the Board of Central 
Excise & Customs, Department of Revenue, the 80% staff 
whereof have acquired the working knowledge 
ofHindi:— 

Commissions of SCTvice Tax Delhi, 

I7-B, IP. Estate, 

IAEA House, 

New Delhi 

[F. No. 11013(01 )2007-Ifindj-2] 
MADHU SHARMA, Director (OL) 
(anfihjwdfttmr) 

(iffUnrinmT) 

^ t 4 2007 

'?i»r.3n; i709.-<i^'M<bd ^ (wr 
)1970/19803 ^ 

^ (1) ^ (3M3f»qlf ^ 

3!#^ 1^* 3i5R^) 3rf^fr2m, 1970/1980 ^ «IRr 9 ^ 

3 vir«w41’ ^ 3nitn ^ 

^51^, ^ ^ ^ 

WRif (^ fM^-27-06-1952) ^ ^ 3|taw 

31IPT ^ 

^ arqfii ^ 3^lv3rq^ 3TTi^ 3n^-i^ ^ ^ ^ 

15^, TfaiR ^ •% ^ ^ '4' 

[m 4 9/24/2006-'^3i)-I] 


New Delhi, die 4th June, 2007 

S, 0.1709.-—In exscise of the powers conferred by 
clau% (a) of sub-section (3) of Section 9 of the Banking 
Companies (Acquisition and Transfer of Undertakings) 
As, 1970/1980 read with sub-clause (I) of clause 3 and 
sub-clause (1) of clause 8 of the Nationalized Banks 
(Management and Miscellaneous Provisions) Scheme, 
1970/1980, the Central Government, lAconsultation with 
the Reserve Bank of India, hereby appoints Dr. K.C. 
Chakraborty (DoB : 27-06-1952) Chairman & Managing 
Director, Indian Bank as Chairman & Managing Director, 
Punjab National Bank for a period of five years from the 
date of taking over charge and/or until further orders, 
whichever is earlier. 

[F. No. 9/24/2006-60-1] 
G.B.SINGH,Dy.Secy. 

•5!| 4 ■ 2007 

^.3?r. i7io.-?i^Nf5t'lN) (3i^'q?rTa^'3q^) 
1970/1980 3^ (1) 3flT^5P»5 8^ 

(1) ^ 17T«T ■qfel ^ 

T!ja( 3ftrT^) 3tM^, 1970/1980 ^ «ntT 9 ^ 
“STTiiim 3 ^ (^) ^ 9^ JfinW^T ^ IFftn ^ 

msm, 'tr#? ^ ^ ^ 

" 3n^^RRpT?n (^1^-23-09-1952) 

4f®h ^ 4*1 

mf ^ a^arfi^ %tr: awBtr 3Pi^ 'm, ■sit 

^ 3l)fi44tr1 ailjqr ^ 3T«T^ qq 

^ ^ -4* qj# f I 

[m U 9/24/2006-^3^-1] 

.V • . - ► « i - 

New Delhi, the 4th June, 2007 

S.O. 1710.—In exercise of the powers conferred by 
clause (a) of sub-section (i) of Section 9 df the Banking 
Companies (Acquisition and Transfer of Undertakings) 
Act, 1970/1980 read with sub-clause (1) of clause 3 and 
sub-clause (1) of clause 8, of the Nationalized Banks 
(Management and Miscellaneous Provisions) Scheme, 
1970/1980, the Central (Government, in consultation with 
the Reserve Bank of Indiai^ hereby appoints Shri Alok 
Kumar Misra(D(®: 23-09-i95^presentlyExecitiveEdrector, 
Canara Bank as Chairman & Managing Director, Oriential 
Bank of Commerce for a period of five years from the date 
of his taking charge of the post and/or until further orders, 
whichever is earlier. 

[F.NO.9/24/2006-BO-I] 
G.B. SINGH, Dy. Secy. 
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2007 

1970/1980 "a^TSTi^ 3 (1) 3l^7 

8 ^ • rrar^ (1) ^ ^ 

^ 3pN^ T«f ofV«i) -3Tf4|Pj^*4, 1970/1980 *?RI 9 ^ 
3 ^ • Ta^ w ^RT ^ ^ ^ 

R^4 ^^ WRf it 

1^-20-10-1950) RtfRFf ^ ^ ^ 

«T»i4Mm«?> 1 ail "3^ ,^HR '^Fil «nfta alk 

31 3Ta^ 2010 m 3^-m ^ 3if%raf% a^t 

1 3F1^ Sn^ ^ -gft ^ -q^ 
i ^ ^ 3!iKwff T^Bf -aarV 
I 

[m ^ 9/24/2006-#3l1-I] 

j New Delhi, the 4th June, 2007 

S. O 1711,—^In exercise of the powers conferred 
by clause (i 0 of sub-section (3) of Section 9 of the Banking 
Companiej (Acquisition and Transfer of Undertakings) 
Act, 1970/1980 read with sub-clause (1) of clause 3 and 
sub-clause (1) of clause 8 of the Nationalized Banks 
(Management and Miscellaneous Provisions) Scheme, 
1970/1980 the Central Government, in consultation with 
the Reservi; Bank of India, hereby appoints Shri S. A. Bhat 
(DoB: 20-10-1950) prraently Executive Director, UCO Bank 
as Chairma n & Managing Director, Indian Overseas Bank 
from the d ite of his taking charge of the post and up to 
31 st Octob 5r, 2010 i,e. the date of his superannuation and/ 
or until furl her orders, whichever is earlier. 

i [F.NO.9/24/2006-BO-I] 

; G-B. SINGH, Dy. Secy. 

i 

1 

I ■^^^,4'^, 2007 

^ (IRtR 

WR, 1970/1980 3 (1)3^ 

8 ^ (1) ^ ^«? (-^^ 
^ 3!#f T5? aflRRqr) 1970/1980 ^ <?RT 9 ^ 

3 ^ Ts^ (^) sm '9m Titeff ^ ^ 

Ha<vaKi, RR?ftq iNr 'WRf 

RR. (W^ 1^*1-15-03-1950) ^ ^ 

f ^ TJ5TJI ^ ^ 

31-3-2010 m ^ ^ 

3^>vqi 31FP^ 3TT^ ^ (T^, -sj) ffeqq ^ ^ 

^ qtr ^ ^ '4’ qJTcfl t | 

[qq. 9/24/2006-ql3Tl-I] 

i q|1.41.1w, ■^q-'qfq^ 


New Delhi, the 4th June, 2007 

S. 0» 1712.—In exercise of the powers conferred 
by clause (a) of sub-section (3) erf Section 9 of the Banking 
Companies (Acquisition and Transfer of Undertakings) 
Act, 1970/1980 read with sub-clause (1) of clause 3 and 
sub-clause (1) of clause 8 of the Nationalized Banks 
(Management and Miscellaneous Provisions) Scheme, 
1970/1980, the Central Government, imconsultation with 
the Reserve Bank of India, hereby appoints Shri M.S. 
Sunderarajan (DoB; 15-03-1950) Executive Director, Indian 
Bank as Chairman & Managing Director, Indian Bank from 
the date of taking over charge and upto 31-03-2010 i.e. the 
date of his superannuation and/or until further orders, 
whichever is earlier. 

[F.No.9/24/2006-Bai] 
G.B. SINGH, Dy. Secy. 

qf 4 2007 

■9JT.3TT. i7i3.-7T^q^d 44? <q4«R qq qqfH 
3qq4) 1970/1980 ^ 3 ^ ( 1) 3lk 

^3^ 8 ^ qq^3^ (1) ^-m*? qfeq IfqjqjTft qrqql (qq5?qf' 

qq 3T4q qq afrpqj) arfqfqqq, 1970/1980 qfr qm 9 qf1 
■^qqm 3 ^ 13^ (q?) ^ qqrT qifrRTqf qq qqtq qj^ 
qqqpRi, qRqtq frqr4 4fq? q^iq^f 41 
qR. qroqvrarql (qwl^q-18705-1949) 31^^ 

3T«q^ qq qq?? 41 qq4 qq^R WVT qfr 
qrth3’^ 31-5-2009 qq?, 3?qfq;-qq 4 afrfqqftclT qft aqq 
qfr ^ qr 3 pt^ 3tTt?T 414 qq?, 41 rfl q^ 41,44 3n^ 
4feqT 4 3T«q^ qq qqq 4 ??q fr' fqqqq q^ql 4 I 

[qq. U 9/24/2006-434-1 ] 
4.4.1w, qq-'qf^ 
New Delhi, the 4th June, 2007 

S. O. 1713.—In exercise of the powers conferred 
by clause (a) of sub-section (3) of Section 9 of the Banking 
Companies (Acquisition and Transfer of Undertakings) 
Act, 1970/1980 read with sub-clause (1) of clause 3 and 
sub-clause (1) of clause 8 of the Nationalized Banks 
(Management and Miscellaneous Provisions) Scheme, 
1970/1980, the Central Government, in consultation with 
the Reserve Bank of India, hereby appoints Shri T.S. 
Narayansami (DoB : 18-05-1949) Chairman & Managing 
Director, Indian Overseas Bank as Chairman & Managing 
Director, Bank of India from the date of taking over charge 
and upto 31-05-2009 i.e. the date of his superannuation 
and/or until further orders, whichever is earlier. 

[F.NO.9/24/2006-BO-I] 

G.B. SINGH, Dy. Secy. 
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■ 6 ^,2007 

^.arr. I7i4,-Tf<?5t^ifcr ^ (w?h trM 

■3^) ^^, 1970/1980 ^3 <i) afk 

8 ^ 4^4giu« (1) 1# TO ^ifer ^fqpft ( 3 m*m1 
^ araN 3RR0T) 3TftfPf2m, 1970/1980 ^ «ITO 9 ^ 
B^WR! 3 ^ ("^P) 

4<<«hK, ^ 

^ ^ H8W4tt4) ^ : 30-12-1950) 

uiFT rtiOtti ^ aflr api^ afn^ 4^.. 

B»t a^y 3Wf?1^312010 m, 
4) «ft ^ 4^, 22050-50(F?4050 B. ^ ^?FmH ^ 

^ 3Tf9> ^ Tjpf^nf^i^^?!sp (+i4m^* ^ 

^ ^ t'l 

- [m u 9/21/2006-4^#-!] 

4t 4t 

New Deihi» ^e 6th June, 2007 

S. O. 1714.—In cxo^se of flie powers conferred 
by clause (a) of sub-section (3) of Section 9 of die Banking 
Companies (Acquisition and Transfer of Undertakings) 
Act, 1970/1980 read with sub-clause (1) of clause 3, sub¬ 
clause (1) of clause 8 of^the Nationalized Banks 
(Management ^ Mia^laneoiis l^ovisions) Scheme, 

1970/1980, the Central GovCTnni#t, aftra-consultation with 
the Reserve Bank of India, hereby ajjpG^ShriT.Y. Prabhu, 
(DoB: 30-12-1950) Oeneral Manager, Canara Bank, as a 
whole time director (desi^i#$d as Executive Director) Union 
Bank of India in the pay scale of RS. 22QS0-S(X)-24050from 
the date of his taking over charge of the post and until 
further orders or till the date of his superannuation i.e. up 
to 31 St December, ;^10 whidiever is earlio’. 

[F,No.9/21/2006-Bai] 
G.B. SINGH, Dy. Secy. 


New Ddhi, die 6d} June, 2007 

S.O. 1715.—^In cxerciscbfdie powers conferred 
by clai^ (a) of sub-section (3) of Section 9 of dK Banking 
Compidues (Acquisition and llansfer of Undertakings) 
Act, 1S^(V1980 read with sub-clause (1) of clause 3, sub- 
clause (1) of clause 8 of the Nationalized Banks 
^(Mahagement and Miscellaneous Provisions) Scheme, 
1970/1980, die Central Govennnent, after consultaticHt with 
die Reserve Bank of India, herein t^iponts Shri Albeit Tauro, 
(DoB ; 11-3-1951) General Miuiagm^, Canara Bank, as a 
vdiole time director (designated as Executive Director) 
Central Bimk of ImKa in die pay scale of Rs. 22050-500- 
240SO from die date of his taking over chvge of the post 
and imtil further orders ortill the dateof his supenmnuation 
' i.e. up to 31st March, 2011 whichever is earlier. 

[F.NO.9/21/2006-BO-I) 
G.B.SINGaDy.Secy. 
6^, 2007 

1716.-T1 ^ B^ lN» (94«r BW^) 

1970/1980 #75rq5 3 #BTO^ (1) 3^k^5ri5 8# 
(1) # RTO BfaB (BB5F# %T 3T4 b 

ato) 1970/1980 4m 9 # BB«rm 3 # 

(B>) TO 7if#4f m TOr rrbjr, 

:3-6-1949) 

# B5# "4 sik 3?r# 

BBT m BB# aqftmf#! # an^, 30 ^,2009 bbt, # 

# 22050-500-24050 # ?feBB # 

( ^ | 4HM4> ^ 4 94HlPld) # 

^ 4 BR# B 1 

[m 4. 9/21/2006-##-! ] 


B^ f^erfi, 6 2007 

RBfm, 1970/1980 # S (1) #R 8 # 

Bwrg (1) # ^ Bfeifr ^rup^ (Bwilfm 3 #b 

#mB) aifidTO, 1970/1980 # BTO 9 :# BBBm 3 # 
■^snrs (B>) ^31^Brf## BB31^BR4^, ##BTRB>R, 
^ci'ySKi, 4, ‘h'lu # 

BBT5BBBr # BIB# (Bpi : 11-03-1951) # 
bb#‘toriiip^'b»#b»3 b#^ # #^ 3#7T#^bb» 

BTBBB)^ aqf^BPlBT# 3!!^, Br#?(31 #4,2011 ^, # # 
B# #, 22050-500-24050 B. # ^BBBIB 4 % #9? 

toi14b) # #1b^ Bmft 11 

[m 4. 9/21/2006-##-!] 


New Delhi, theddi June, 2007 

S. O. 171(S,“-In exw’cise of the powers conferred 
by clause (a) of subrsectipn (3) of Section 9 of the Rimking 
Companies-(Acquisition and Transfer of Undertakings) 
Act, 1970/1980 read with sub-clause (I) of clause3, sub- 
clause (1) of clause 8 of the Nationalized Banks 
(Mtnagem^t Miscellaneous Provisions) Scheme, 
197p/1^0,die C^ml Government, idto* consultation with 
the Reserve Bank of . India, hereby appoints 
Shn A. $ubram#ian, (DoB : 3-6-1949) CSeneral Manager, 
dnenid Bank of Comm^ce, as a whole time Director 
(designated as Executive Director) Indian Bank in the pay 
scale of i^. 220^500-24050 from the date of his taking 
over charge of dte post aid umH iurttor ordos or dll the 
date of his supmunnuation ie. dp to 30th June, 2009 
whichever is earlto'. 

[F.NO.9/2I/2006-BO-I] 


#. #. BB#BB 


G.B. SINGH, Dy. Secy. 


2646 GI/07--8 
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6 2007 

>r,37T. 1717.—(31^^ f 

970/1980 ^T5T^ 3 (1) sflT 8 ^ 

(1) ^ ■?n«T 3fcb4>i-(l (3q*Aii' ^ siiH 

Tjf) 1970/1980 ^ 9 ^ 3 ^ 

P) ^ ^ 3I%T ^ 

’TRdl4 ^ ^ ^ 

^ ?it ■^. -q^. TI^ C5RT Ms? : 8-10-1951) ^ 
:*fR Tnrn ^ ^ ^ 

' ^ sn^, awhi^si 3?^fg^, 20ii 

it, 22050-500-24050 % ^ 4dHMH ^ ^ 
(^■|4m<rl4» 4<^dlfMd) 

[m IT. 9/21 /2006-^3?)-I] 

it. iw, 3Mfir^oi 

New Delhi, the 6th June, 2007 

, O. 1717,—In exercise of the powers conferred 
le (a) of sub-section (3) of Section 9 of the Banking 
lies (Acquisition, and Transfer of Undertakings) 
70/1980 read with sub-clause (1) of clause 3, sub- 
(1) of clause 8 of the Nationalized Banks 
ement and Miscellaneous Provisions) Scheme, 
80».^e Central Government, after consultation with 
rv^ank of India, hereby appoints Shri D. L. Rawal, 
-10-1951) General Manager, Punjab National Bank, 
lie time Director (designated as Executive Director) 
Sank in the pay scale of Rs. 22050-500-24050 from 
of his taking over charge of the post and until 
irders or till the date of his superannuation i.e. up 
)ctober, 2011 whichever is earlier. 

[F.No.9/21/2006-Bai] 
G.B. SINGH, Dy. Secy. 
6^, 2007 

r.31T. 1718.~<l'^l4<j)d ^ (3Rt^ ■Q;^’ T?3f«?) 

770/1980 3 (1) 8 ^ 

(1) ■^ ^?T«T ■qf^ "iNFqjTft (^qsfi'MT qrr 

q) aqftrMrq, 1970/1980 ^ «IHr 9 ^ 3 i 

0 "SRI VlPddqT ^ oR^ 
qRcTtq ^ ^ siTqr ^ 

m-l><rl«W (^FTtclf^ : 10-12-1950) ^ 
TTgiq ^ ^ ^!Rh3371^ ^ 

^ 3?I5, 3TS?f?j;31 2010 '^,it 

22050-500-24050 ^ <^dd^H ft* aftqr 

(^l4Hld4> ^ ^ ft* 

) ^ ft* t I 

[qq. ft. 9/21 /2006-fttftt-I ] 
it. ftt. ffte, dMtifftcj 


New Delhi, the 6th June, 2007 

S. O. 1718.—In exercise of the powers conferred 
by clause (a) of sub-section (3) of Section 9 of the Banking 
Companies (Acquisition and Transfer of Undertakings) 
Act, 1970/1980 read with sub-clause (1) of clause 3, sub¬ 
clause (1) of clause 8 of the Nationalized Banks 
(Management and Miscellaneous Provisions) Scheme, 
1970/1980, the Central Government, after consultation with 
the ResCTve Bank of India, haeby ^i^ints Shri A. D. Parulkar, 
(DoB: 10-12-1950) General Manager, Bank ofBaroda, as a 
whole time Director (designated as Executive Director) B^k 
of India in the pay scale of RS. 22050-5(X)-24050 from the 
date of his taking over charge of the post and until further 
orders or till the date of his superannuation i.e. up to 
31 St December, 2010 whichever is earlier. 

[F.NO.9/21/2006-BO-I] 

G.B.SINGaDy.Secy. 

6^, 2007 

■^.31T. 1719.-■<!'4^4t‘d (q3Tft qft -sMH ) 

1970/1980^7^^3 i 347sl>J4' (1) 8 i 

TTTsF^ (1) ■qre? qfew qrqqt c^wft 

aftRtJT) aftftftm, i970/i980 qft «7RT 9 qft 3 i 
Tsr^ (q?) UTO qjT qfttn 

KcvySKi, qRdft? ftqift In? i qTmft ft, ftftr aftq? ffeq? i 
sft ^ ^ (Tjpq Mft : 26-2-1950) it 
TirqqJTft qft cnft®ft 

q? -sqqft qft 3??^, 28 q^qft, 2010 TTSp, it 

it q^ft it, 22050-500-24050 i ftcRqpT ft* ftfqr 

i T’fqnMqr (4>i.4m<ri4) tq^i<+ ft' 

q^diPHd) ^ ^ ft* qR# t I 

[^. ft. 9/21/2006-ft^3ft-I] 

it. ftt. Ift?-, ^qqf^ 

New Delhi, the 6th June, 2007 

S. O. 1719.—In exercise of the powers conferred 
by clause (a) of sub-section (3) of Section 9 of the Banking 
Companies (Acquisition and Transfer of Undertakings) 
Act, 1970/1980 read with sub-clause (1) of clause 3, sub¬ 
clause (1) of clause 8 of the Nationalized Banks 
(Management and Miscellaneous Provisions) Scheme, 

1 910/1 980, the Central Government, after consultation with the 
Reserve Bank of India, hereby appoints Shri Satish Chander 
Gupta,, (DoB: 26-2-1950) General Manager, Bank of India, 
as a whole time Director (designated as Executive Director) 
Bank of Baroda in the pay scale of Rs. 22050-5(X)-24050 
from the date of his taking over charge of the post and until 
further orders or till the date of his superannuation i.e: up 
to 28th February, 2010 whichever is earlier. 

[F.N 0 . 9 / 2 I/ 2 OO 6 -BO-IJ 
G.B. SINGH, Dy. Secy. 
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^ 6 2007 

m,m, 1720.~ < l ^)<l^d ^ 11^ 

■3^) 1970/1980 ^ TST^ 3 ^ (1) 

8 (1) ^TFiw'qf^ If+cbiO 

^ -CR^ arcRTJT) 3?f^f5pm, 1970/1980 ^ «rTO 9 
dM'MKI 3 ^ ^3^ ("gr) ^ 3Rt*T '§T^, 

k.d«i^fiKI, ^^ it, 

^ ^ 

14-4-1950) ^ wnt w»T ^ •gJt ^ alk 
3PT^ 3^1^ era? "gr 3?f«raW?iT ^ aii^, 3T«if?i^ 30 

2010 ^ it, 22050-500-24050 ■?. ^ 

^niHM ^Nf («»»i4Hicieb 

^ ^ Tf ■'T!f4Tf*W) ^ ^ ^ tl 

[m U 9/21/2006-^^-1] 
■3ft..4t. 1W, 

New Delhi, the 6th June, 2007 

S.O. 1720*—^In exercise of tiie powers coirfmed 
by clause (a) of Sub-section (3) of Section 9 of the Banking 
Companies (Acquisition and Transfer of Undertakings) 
Act, 1970/1980, read wWi sub-clause (1) of clause 3, sub¬ 
clause (1) of clause 8 of the Nationalized Banks 
(Management and Miscellaneous Provisions) Scheme, 
197(V1980, the Central Government, after consultation with 
the Reserve Bank of India hereby ^)points Shri V.K. Dhiiigra, 
(DoB: 14-4-1950) General Mana^r, Union Bank of India, 
as a whole time director (designated as Executive Director) 
UCO Bank in die pay scale of Rs. 22QSO-500-24050frenn the 
date of his taking over charge of die post and until further 
orders or till the date of his superannuation i.e. up to 30th 
April, 2010 whichever is earlio*. 

(F. No. 9/21/2006-BO. I] 
GB.S!NGH,Dy. Secy. 

6 2007 

'JFT.SIT. 1721 (inw T^* i|obl»i BW? 

1970/1980 3 (l)alkigvB8 

^ (1) ^ 4’*4>k1 (bw^‘ bji 

arqfq 3OT) 1970/1980 ^ t?ro 9 ^ 

3 ^ 13NB C^) ?R! J^inwqT ^ 

^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 

wsmqr # ■Jpf : 26-7-1950) bjI 

BB^ offF ^ 3Pl^ n*f>, 

BB^ ^ 3115, 3T«lf?f 31 2010 BB>, BjF 

«rt 1^, 22050-500-24050 ^ ^ '^TIB^ 

(g)\4HKn<t> M'^'ilt^d ) 

^ WI Ib^BB ^F^ t”! 

[BIT. ■?!. 9/21/2006-4t3i)-I] 

Bft. it. 1m, 


S, 0. 1721.—In exercise of the powers conferred 
by clause (a) of Sub-section (3) of Section 9 of the Banking 
Companies (Acquisition and Transfer pf Underlyings) 
Act, 1970/1980 read with sub-clause (1) of clause 3, 
sub-clause (1) of clause 8 of the Nationalized Banks 
(Management and Miscellaneous Provisions) Scheme, 

1970/1980, the Central Government, after consultation with 
die Reswvc Bank of India, hereby appoints Shii Jag Mohan 
Garg, (DoB: 26-7-1950) Genoal Manager, Indian Bank as 
a whole time director (designated as Executive Director) 
Punjab National Bank in the pay scale of Rs. 22050-500- 
24050 from the date of his taking over charge of the post 
and until further ord^ or till the date of his superannuation 
i.e. up to 3 i St July, 2010 whichever is earlier. 

[F,No.9/2I/2006-BO-I] 

G.B. SINGH, Dy. Secy. 

(dl. 41. ■*. BBin) 

Bff^,25 'B^, 2007 : 

■B5r.3n: i722.-7Nnte srf^rBJrfr 

^I^) 1948 (1948 m 41^) Bfr t?Rl 2 ^ 

3TBr (BF) i: BRBiR t(d^SKI BHB 

oof^dp sr ra , BBBJB 4 f #qfh ^ B?k, B?t 25-5-2007 

«FT <^!4 ’^'Snf^«t2Ci «h<dt 

[Bi ^-4330/01/2006] 
BITBT, arar (4»1f5d<) 
MINISTRY OF EXTERNAL AFFAIRS 
' (CP.V. Division) 

New Delhi, the 25th May, 2(X)7 

S. O. 1722 . —^In pursuance of the clause (a) of the 
Section 2 of d^ Diplomatic and Consular Officers (Oaths 
and fees) Act, 1948 (41 of 1948), the Central Government 
hereby authorise Smt. Om Kaur, Assistant in the Embassy 
of India, Muscat to perform the duties of Assistant 
Consular Officer with effect from 25th May, 2007. 

[No. T. 4330/01/2006] 
HUTAM LAL , Under Secy. (Cons.) 

Bf f^, 25Bl^,- 2007 

w.aiT. i723.--Tr5RiBBr srfwft (^«i 
^^) 3lM5pm, 1948 (1948 ^ 4m) Bft «lRr 2 sfBT 
(■^) ■% -4 b^B(!b l(d^SKI BTTB BB 

4 f aft mq'jfid fHF ^ 25-5-2007 ^ btfibbt 

[R. ^-4330/01/2006] 

"mt, (<*\'^^<) 




i 

1 

3 816 THE GAZETTE OF INDIA: JUNE 16, 

New Delhi^ t|ie 25th May, 2007 

S. O. 1723.—In pursuance of the clause (a) of the 
Section 2 of the Diplomatic and Consular Officers (Oaths 
and fees) Ac t, 1948 (41 of 1948), the Central Government 
hereby auth orise Smt, Parmjit Singh, Assistant in the 
Consulate G eneral of India, Houston to perform the duties 
of Assistant Consular Officer with effect from 25th May, 
2007. 


2007/JYAISTHA26,1929 {Part II-r^EC. 3(ii)] 

(i) # It. ^ 

^ U-23716619 3. 412, 

■ f^^^-1 10001 

3nft^+<ui ^ TOat ^ 


[No.T.4330i®l/2006f^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^ ^ ^ (ii) 

PRITAMLAL, Under Secy. ^m (WflH), U 23710220, 

29 ‘’7^, 2007 ■ ' K 527, WT, l^cnVllOOOl ^ 


'W.air. 1724.--(N4ni4» 

3PTf^7iq, 1948 (1948^^ 41^) ^ tlRl 2 ^ 3f^ 
(^) # -3130 ^ w*K Tjcft^RT «?Ho m ■<iyi«|«iciw, 

^ ?qt Ip?. ■qt.^t#«R=T 3lk ^10^ w 
WR4»T ^ 29-5^2007 ^ W l ' 44> ^fett 
^ ■ FT?f ^ ^ 3nft?a5?T 




4 ^ :^^-a?fipmft 


[m U 1-35019/3/2006^^^^ 3?ten:] 

3?^ ??f^ 


lU ^-4330/01/2006] 
s«tn*+ «n«n, 3f^ (^^H<) 

New Delhi, the 29th May, 2007 


MINISTRY OF SHIPPINQ ROAD TRANSPORT 

ANDHIGHWAYS 

( - 

(Dapaitment of Shipping) 


S. O. 1724.—In pursuimce of the clause (a) of the 
Section 2 of he Diplomatic ^ Consular Officers (Oaths 
and fees) Aci, 1948 (41 of 1948), theCentral Government, 
hereby authoi ise following officers in the High Commission 
of India, Ku{ la Lumpur to p^onn the duties of Assistant 
Consular Off cer with effect ftpm 29-5-2(X)7. 

1 . Shr M.P. Muralidharan, Assistant ' 

2. Ms. Suman LataA^l, Assistant 


[No. T. 4330/01/2006] 
PRITAM LAL, Under Secy. (Cons.) 


8^, qR^in ^ TTiRnf 

(WPir-n atymr) 

16 3?^, 2007 

1725.-q>T5H^. T^-11020/2/2005.-■?«nw 
11 2005 ^ ^.a?T. 

r.) Tt* 3irrvi4) 3n#tFT 
2006 -^gqT ^ ^ 3 ?^ T 3 n^ 

2006 3flT 31' 3?^, 2006 ^ 

^ 3 ?f%T^ 2005 (^, 2005 # 

12) ^ «im 5 ^ 'sqtiim (1) ■^ ^ 4 ', 

sft? (whhI % • qfi ' cigH 



(Estt n Section) 

New Delhi, the 16th April, 2007 

S. O. 1725.—In Partial modification of S O. 1484 
(E) dated 11th October, 2005 issued under File No. H-11020/ 
2/2005-Estt. and subsequent modification dated 19th April 
and 31 St October 2006 issued under File No. I. 35019/3/ 
2006-R'n and in pursuance of Sub-section (1) of Section 5 
of the Right to Information Act, 2005 (22 of 2005), the 
Department of Shipping (Headquarters), Ministry of 
Shipping, Road Transport and Highways hereby designate, 

(i) Shri Rajeev Kumar, Deputy Secretary (PG, Coord 
and Pari) [Tel No. 23716619J (Room No. 412), Transport 
Bhavan, New Delhi-110001 as Central Public Information 

(CPIO) for all matters concerning Major Ports, 
Aiidaman Lakshadweep Harbour Works and Tariff 
Authority for Major Ports and Coordination Division in 
place of Shri M.K. Trehan and Shri P.K. Srivastava 
respectively. 

(ii) Shri M.K. Trahan, Deputy Secretary (Admn) 
[Tel No. 2371220] (Room No. 527), Transport Bhavan, 
New Delhi-110001 as Central Public Information Officer 
(CPIO) for all matters concerning Administrative aspects 
of the Officers and Staff of the Headquarters of the 
Department of Shipping in place of Shii Rajeev Kumar, 
Deputy Secretary. 

[F. No. I-35019/3/2006-RTI] 
SUBHASH CHAND, Under Secy. 








mi4Wi 1^ 'oftwt TFwniT 

(^ 

■5Tf1^?#, 30^, 2007 ^ 

^ 1948 (1948 ^ 16) ^ «iro 10 ^'51^ ’if^' 

^ ^ •'TO*wt ^ ^ ^ Pf-iRnl^ ^ t; 

2. ^ «iFt-I ^ ^ u 65 ^ ^ r4Mr^Ra(3 sFI '#®n B«n yr^rvi^ri 3m; ^ ■!^!tt*ft, 3T«rf^:— 

‘*66 Wl?St 'SI. "'n^ 1. -51. ■^.^. 

Iq^qPq^Wri’M , "aFI^ T^' ^«*i«ii<n, ^ 

iwi^, - 5 *^, H$\^ 

nffgT atfy tgH ^ ^ 

(i) 3iiw (sRk^^i^) ’ 

■'nto 

(^ 14-12-2005 ^ ^5^, 

H8WIH 

' ' (ii) T^*T^T?5R<lft?«»^) 

(•2rt^ 14-12-2005 . . ^ 

(iii) 4>''4<4t<i«< i^Td^ ^Td^) 

(^ 14-12-2005 

Riv«ifqaRT^, 

H8K|C< 

(iv) QR^iUiGdcw (QR4 Uk<hi) 

(■?lf^ 14-12-2005 ^ ’qife^ 

^'5*^» 

(v) spjfeiRssRi 

('^if^ 14 - 12 - 2005 ^ ^^^ ■• ■51. ■^.^. ■'irf^ 

•^m pqifqpiaiw, '=T^ "g*^, 

Mg T OM 1" 

[m 12017/14/99-^] 
TW fFTF, 3TaR 

MINKTRY OF HEAIJH AM> FAMILY WBIFARE 
(DepartmNit of IfeaMi and Family VV^are) 

New Delhi, the 30th May, 2007 

S.O. 1726._^In exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (2) of Section 10 of the Denttete Act, 1948 (16 of 

1948), the Central Government, after consultation with Dental Council of India, hereby, makes the following amendments in 
Part-I of the Schedule to the said Act, namely:— 

2. In Part-I of the Schedule after serial No. 65, the following serial number and entries shall be inserted, namely:— 
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[Part H—SBC.^(ii)] 


“66. PadmashieeDr.D.Y.Pata 
Deemed i Jniversity. Navi 
Mumbai J Maharashtra 


1. Padmashree Dr. D.Y. Patil Dental 
College & Hospital, Nerul, Nayi Mumbai, 
Maharashtra 

Master of Dental Surgery 

6) Oral & Maxillofacial MD 

Surgey Padi 

(When granted on or after Dee 

14-12-2005) Mur 

(ii) Prosthodontics MD: 

(When granted on or after Padr 

14-12-2005) Deei 


(iii) Conservative Dentistry 
(When granted on or after 
14-12-2005) 

(iv) Periodontics 

(When granted on or after 
14-12-2005) 

(v) Orthodontics 

(When granted on or after 
14-12-2005). 


MDS (Oral Surgery) 
Padmashree Dr, D. Y. Patil 
Deemed University, Navi 
Mumbai, Maharashtra 

MDS (Prostho.) 
Padmashree Dr. D. Y. Patil 
Deemed University, Navi 
Mumbai, Maharashtra 

MDS (Con. Dentistry) 
Padmashree Dr. D. Y. Patil 
Deemed University, Navi 
Mumbai, Maharashtra 

MDS (Periodo.) 
Padmashree Dr. D. Y. Patil 
Deemed University, Navi 
Mumbai, Maharashtra 

MDS (Orthodo.) 
Padmashree Dr. D. Y. Patil 
Deemed University, Navi 
Mumbai, Maharashtra” 


t; 


[F.No. V-12017/I4/99-DE] 
RAJ SINGH, Under Secy. 

30^4, 2007 

1948 (1948 ^ 16) ^ «IRT 10 (2) 


16) ^ ^ U 49 ^ 2 3 ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 

1n*-ikir<an f ^ ■5nt;r»i)._ 

XIII 

srnir ifen 

(i) 1 ( ^Pie! ^Td^1 ) 

j 

(u) afte-?Tp 

(■^ 10|-10-2006 'cJ'Hq? ^ x<^(i T]^q ^’*11 

CstN^. ) 

wN 'nftft a^TTTT 


14j-10-2006^'qT^3^^KB 





[ 3(U)] ^ i ^ 16^ 2007/^^ 26, 1929 


(iv) 

(^10-10-2006 ^ ^ ^ TO 

^ ^ 

■■ ■ 

' ' 1 '"/ ; 

(V) 

(■^ ld-10-2006 ^ ^ TO! 


(vi) 

3imTsiRTi4H 

14-10-2006 ^ 

Tfw ^IWT SfWf 

(vii) 

10-10-2006 ^ TOT 

^^^) 

gfftir 

^ ‘ . -■ ■ 

(viii) 

7-10-2006 ^ ^ 31^ 

■.,,.. c.;. 

Tfftit ^RietRija sm 

Vlwt J 

Ox) 

( 10-10-2006 ®iA ^ MSt*! 



[•^ 12bl7?59/2002-TftT5*r5?T ] 


^ fRF, 

i' 

New Delhi, the 30th May, 2007 

fr 

S.O. 1727.—In exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (2) of Section 10 of the Dentists Act, 1948 (16 of 
1948), the Central Government, after consultation with Dental Council of India, hereby makes the following amendments in 
Part-I of the Schedule to. the said Act, namely :— 

2. In the existing entries of column 2 & 3 against Serial No. 49, in part-I of the Schedule to the Dentists Act, 1948 (16 
of 1948) pertaining to Rajiv Gandhi University of Health Sciences (RGUOHS), Bangalore, the foUowirig entries in respect of 
following dental college shall be inserted thereunder:— 

XIH. Oxford Dental College, Bai^alore 


Cl) 

Preventive & Community Dentistry 
(When granted on or after 1D*10-2(X)6) 

MDS (Community Dentistry) 
RGUOHS, Bangalore. 

(ii) 

Oral Surgery 

(When granted on or after 10-10-2006) 

MDS (Oral Surgery) 

RGUOHS, BangalOTe. 

(iii) 

Prosthodontics 

(When granted oii or after 14- 10-2(X)6) 

MDS (Prosthodontics) 

RGUOHS, Bangalore. 

(iv) 

Periodontics 

(When granted on or after 10-10-2006) 

MDS (Periodontics) 

RGUOHS, Bangalore. 

(V) 

Conservative Dentistry 

(When granted on or after 10-10-2006) 

MDS (Conservative Dentistry) 
RGUO^, Bangalore. 

(vi) 

Orthodontics 

(When granted on or after 14-10-2006) 

MDS (Orthodontics) 

RGUOHS, Bangalore. 

(vii) 

Pedodontics 

(When granted on or after 10-10-2(X)6) 

MDS (Pedodontics) 

RGUOHS, Bangalore. 
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^al Medicine 
[When granted on or after 7-10-2006) 
Ck) |[!)ral Pathology 

L (When granted on or after 10-10-2006) 


MDS (Oral Medicine) 

RGUOHS, Bangalore.. 

MDS (Oral Pathology) 

RGUOHS, Bangalore. 

[No. V-12017/59/2(»2-PMS(DEXVol jl)] 

RAJ SINGH, Under Secy. 

j 30 2007 

■ 1948 (1948 ^ 16 ) ^ ^ 10 ^ TUtiHt ( 2 ) 5 RnrCT?Tl^- 

^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ r^HPylRsld 57^ TOT: 

67. 1. fq»i(<<eh fJI?R ^4 j<W|4 




"H#?, dpAlcHI^ 

(i) 3ik^-^T^ 

(■3T^ 20-5-2006 ^ 'ST^rar 
31^ ^ )^) 

(ii) 

(■5T^ 11 -5-2006 ^ 


^ ^ ^ (ato 

ftRH ■'Tna^Ti^T 
nf*iCTni'^ 

TFT ^ (a?k^ 

* ^c^H, dPMcn'ii'^ 

[^. U 12017/19/97-^ i] 
Tiai Ph6, 37^ ^pTiq 

New Delhi, the 30th May , 2007 

I94f!> section 10 ofthe Dentists Act, 1948(16of 

inTr:n::^i^z;:rs:X““^ 

2. In p art-I of the Schedule after serial No. 66, the following serial number and entries shall be inserted, namely :— 
■67. Vin^aka Mission’s Research I. Vinayaka Mission’s Sankarachariyar 


S.O. 


Deei led University, Navi 
Mun ibai, Maharashtra 


Cfental College, Salem, Tamil Nadu 

Master ftpQyptfll if^vrcm 
6) OralSurgffly 

(When granted on or after 
11-5-2006) 

(ii) Oral Pathology 

(When granted on or after 
20-5-2006) 


MDS (Oral Surgery) 

Vinayaka Mission’s Research 
Foundation (Deemed 
University), Salem, Tamil Nadu 

MDS (Oral Pathology) 

Vinayaka Mission’s Research 
Foundation (Deemed 
University), Salem, Tamil Nadu 

[F. No. V-12017/19/97-DE] 

RAJ SINGH, Under Secy. 
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^ WT? : ^ 16> 2007/5^ 26, 1^29 


30^, 2007 

W.3ff. 1729.^<c6R, 

1956 (1956^ 102) ^«[RT 11 (3) 

^ "Sl^ aii^^in ■TO*r?f 

^3^ 3qfl#F2nT ^ WT ^ ‘<^\5'<l 

i; 37«lfn. :— 

* m^dl!4im l^n^rHI 3;i^’ [“hTd^ (2) 

‘ cf-vifl^uT c^(3) ^’] 

^®W WT Pi*^(^Rad 

?Tlf^ 1^FIT 'fl.l4^, dl+ld : — 

~ (2) (3) 

'k^m 3Tfq» T3TT.^.^.T^H. 

T^ aifcp <0 m-c|'< Afe«t><rl 

ottic^^, <S’^d '01^ ^ 

^ T33i ilWdiyiki 

37f^ ■SR ^ l^sFTR 

IRI 2006 "3^ ^ 

_ ) I _ 

[^ ^-12012/31/2000-13?^ (-qt-II)] 
13 ;??. fi?9fT, 3 ?cR •??f^ 

New Delhi, the 30th May, 2007 

S.O. 1729.—^In exercise of the powers conferred by 
sub-section (2) of the Section 11 of the Indian Medical 
Council Act, 1956 (102 of 1956), the Central Government, 
after amsulting the Medical Council of India, hereby makes 
the following further amendments in the First Schedule to 
the said Act, namely :— 

In the said First Schedule against “Vikram University, 
Ujjain” under the heading ‘Recognized- Medical 
Qualification’ [in column (2)) and undei; the heading 
‘Abbreviation for Registration’ [in column (3)]; the following 
shall be inserted, namely;— 

(2) (3) 

Bachelor of Medicine M.B£.S. 

and Bachelor of Surgery (This shall be a recognized 

medical qualification when 
granted by Vikram University, 
Ujjain, Madhya Pradesh on or 
after April, 2006 in respect of 
students of Ruxmaniben 
Deepchand Gardi Medical 
College, Ujjain). 

[No. U.-120.12/31/2000-ME (P-B)) 
S. K. MISHRA, Under Secy. 


IJERT all? TORnr t#5TH1T 
3?T^ 

24 ^, 2007 

^.3ir.1730.— 

3^ afpft^) 1965 ^ 29 ^ 

(vi) 24 (1) ^ 

31^ ^ ^ ^ 

ch l dchlil 3roR 'IHtft, 

"M^ld 3imR *1^ "SIT^ 

^ 3?T^ '??WFT oh'sQq ^ ^ 

‘7T» *'GI» 

I 

[^. 1^l1^ l/12/2006-^?cl^] 

^ sIr »Fr^ 

ti. RI^> R?f^ 

hONISTRY OF INFORMATION AND 
BROADCASTING 

cmm 

New Delhi, the 24th May, 2007 
S.0.1730.—In exercise of the powers conferred by 
sub-rule (1) of rule 24 a:nd sub-rule (vi) of rule 29 of the 
Central Civil Services (Classification, Control and Appeal) 
Rules, 1965, the President hereby specifies that Shri B.S. 
Lalli' Chief Executive Officer, Prasar Bharati, New Delhi, 
shall act as ad-hoc Appellate Authority in respect of Group 
X’ and ‘D’ employees of General Central Service falling in 
the jurisdiction of Director General, Doordarshan, till the 
post of Director General, Doordarshan is filled up on regular 
basis. 

[No.Misc. 1/12/2006-Vig.] 
By Order and in the Name of the President, 
A.D.ROY, Under Secy. 


isra ^ fildTin Wqmq 

^ 4 1^, 2007 

1987 "^IW? 

7 ^ (1) ^ Isfe (X§) ^ 

i?B^ ("if) rMisFI 'tel W/t : 


2646GI/07~9 
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_^__ 

^W<OTi alk^ 

<0 j (2) (3) (4) 

1 arffe 4923 : 1997 19-4-2007 

^ 2005 

31^ 

fgrf^ (^ 

__ 

pfW ^ HK«n^ ■Rmr iipiep 9 
?TI^ tT9R Tipf, fs<r<r{l-l 10 002, '^JFrfcraf 

1^, 

^1FT3^, -qs^n, ^ 

^MC!l<s*i ^ I 

I [tM 19/^-30] 

■SI (^1*ja1) 1% TTcf (■^TfSt^) 

MDSISTkY OF CONSUMER AFFAIRS, FOOD AND 
I PUBUC DISTRIBUTION 

(Department of Consumer Affairs) 

BUREAU ^INDIAN STANDARDS 

i 

New Delhi, the 4th June, 2007 

S.Ot 1731.—In pursuance of clause (b) of sub-rule 
{l)of Rul^7 ofthe Bureauofindian Standards Rules, 1987, 
the Bureaju of Indian Standards hereby notifies ‘e’ that 
amendments to the Indian Standards, particulars of 
which are jgiven in the Schedule hereto annexed have been 
issued : j 

SCHEDULE 

SI. No. ajid year of the No. and Date from 

No. Indiajj Standards year of the which the 

j amedment amendment 

shall have 
effect 


(1) 

: ® 

(3) (4) 

1 IS492 

3:1997 Hollow 

Amendment 19 April, 2007 

steel < 

ections for 

No. 2 

struct(iral use-Speci- 

May, 2005 

ficatit 

fn (second 


revisii 

|)n) 


Copj 

i' of this Standard is available for sale with the 

Bureau of! 

1 

Indian Standar|Js, 

Manak Bhavan, 9 Bahadur 


Shah Zafar Marg, New Delhi-110 002 and Regional 
Offices: New Delhi, Kolkata, Chandigarh, (Ilhennai, Mumbai 
and also Branch Offices: Ahmedabad, Bangalore, Bhopal, 
Bhubaneshwar, Coimbatore, Guwahati, Hyderabad, Jaipur, 
Kanpur, Nagpur, Patna, Pune, Thiruvananthapuram. 

[Ref:MTD19/T-30] 
DR. (Mrs.) SNEH BHATLA, Sc-‘F & Head (MTD) 

Rcrtl, 5 2007 

1732.-'JRdhT 10^^1^7 1987^1^ 
7 ^ (1)^7^ C^) 

-ni^ f ^ •?8Tifq?T ^ f :— 


37^ 


iHW 


"Ti (^') "Spl 

■RTW "gRl 


^TfWsbPMd 


"RTW 


3T87^ 17H^, 






O)_a) (3) (4) 


1 371^ 4989 : 200.6 

3nf TTH 4989 1 2007 

31PT "% 

00 

^Mi «PTT^ 

^ 1^71 4989 


(^2) : 1984 

(<!t53TT 

3n^'Q:7T4989 


(’m3) : 1987 


^ iTPra? ^ 'IKdlil low low 
WT, 9 >115 'fiwj<'00f,'0f1^?^-l 10002, 

^510^, -WTST, 0«0 rd^<=td>dl^<H fw1 

'SSCIS*^ 1 

New Delhi, the 5th June, 2007 

S.O. 1732.—^In pursuance of clause (b) of sub-rule 
(1) of Rule 7 of the Bureau of Indian Standards Rules, 
1987, the Bureau of Indian Standards hereby notifies that 
the Indian Standards, particulars of which are given in the 
Schedule hereto annexed have been established on the 
date indicated against each : 










3823 


3(ii)] W Wl wm t 16, 2007M^ 26,1919 


SCHEDUU; 

SI. No. and year of the No. & year Date of 

No. Indian Standards of Indian ^tablished 

Established Standards, 

if any. 

Superseded 
by die New 
Indian Standars 

(1) 0 _ (3) (4) 

1 IS 4989:2006Fbam IS4989 Uuiie,2007 
Concentrate for (Part 1): 1985 

Producing Medianical IS4989 
Foam for Fire Fitting- ^*art2):1^4 
Specification (Third IS4989 
Revision) (1^3): 1987 

Copy of this Standard is available for sale with the 
Bureau of Indian Standards, Manak Bhavan, 9 Bahadur 
Shah Zafar Marg, New Dclhi-110 002 and Regional 
Offices: New Delhi, Kolkata, C^handigarh, Chennai, Mumbai 
and also Branch Offices: Ahmedabad, Bangalore, Bhopal, 
Bhubaneshwar, Coimbatoie, Guwahad, Hyderabad, Jaipur, 
Kanpur, Nagpur, Patna, Pune, Thiruvananihapuram. 

[Ref:CED/(ja»tte] 
A. K. SAINI, Sc-‘F & Head (Civil Engg.) 
6 2007 

W.air. 1987 

7 ^ (1) ^ 'sfs (^) ^ 

(^) '4* M t: 


3?^ 


9FT 

u 



(1) 

(2) 

(3) (4) 

1 

1261 :1959 

'^m 30-04-2007 


TJ5 

1 2007 


■pi ^ ^ 


^ 1 ^ 5#-110 002 , 8 ^ 

w^, 

^ 

'grft sjs a.T ^ I 

^ dsew t I 

12/€f-27] 

tf. (SM) 


New DeUii, the 6th June, 2(X)7 

S.O. 1733*—In pursuance of clause (b) of sub-rule 
<l)ofRBil7of die Bureau ofindian Standards Rules, 1987, 
the Bureau of Indian Standards hereby notifies ‘c’ that 
amendments to the Indii^ Stwidards, particulars of which 
are given in the Schedule hoeto annexed have been issued 


SCHEDULE 


SI. No. and year of the 

No. Indian Standards 

No. and 
year of the 
amedioent 

Datefiom 
which the 
amendment 
shall have 
effect 

(1) 

0 

0 

(4) 

1 

IS 1261: l959Co<leof 

Am^unent 

30 April, 2007 


j»-acticeforsc^ 

N 0 .I 



welding in mild sted 

Aixil, 2007 



Copy of this Shuidard is aviilaUe for sale with the 
Bureau of Indian Standards, Manak Bhavan, 9 Bahadur 
Shah Zafar Marg, New Delhi-110 002 and Regional 
Offices : New Delhi, Kolkata, Chandigarh, Chennai, 
Mumbai and also Branch Offices: Ahmedabad, Bangalore, 
Kiopal, Bhubaneshwar, Coimbatwe, (Suwahati, Hyderabad, 
Jaipur, Knapur, Nagpur, Patna, Pt«ie, Thiruvananthapuram. 

l!lcf:MTD12/T-27] 

DR. (Mn.)Sl«HBHAtlA SoT’ & Head (MTD) 

M 6 2007 

maw. 1734.-MI^4 HH* 1^ 1987 
7 ^ (1) ^ (^) ^ 

•5^ 1^ ^ 

Tjm: (^■) ^ ^Wi/M •* 1 ^ t’ I 


3 ?^ 





■R 


tiwi 3fk elA ^ 

1df«r 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) (4) 

1 

3ntt^9524 :T^- 

•R#«R •RSm 30-04-2007 


3 lf?Fn ?RI 1 31^, 2007 


pPTRT XTZi^' ^ 

^ 3id5f(Utd ^ 
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9 W 


^ TTHip ^ *T«H 

IfTTR TfjTf, 10 002, ' 4>l4f<r14T 

^1^1, "5*^ ^jpifeN! 


■4>'\4«l<J<, iiajieid), ^W I 4 , 

Tfit -m 


[Ti^:i^J1^12/^-5] 


I New Delhi, the 6th June, 2007 

j 

S*0. \pM .—^In pursuance of clause (b) of sub-rule 
(1) of Rule 7 (jif the Bureau of Indian Standards Rules, 1987, 
the Bureau off Indian Standards hereby notifies ‘e’ that 
amendments fo the Indian Standards, particulars of which 
are given in tl|e Schedule hereto annexed have been issued 


SCHEDULE 

SI. No. and year of the No. and Date from 

No. Indian Standards year of the which the 

amedment amendment 
shall have 
effect 

(1)_0_^_(4) 

1 189524:1980 Amenment 30 April, 2007 

Recommended No. 1 

procedure for repair April, 2007 

welding of steel 
components by alumino- 
thermic process 

Copy of this Standard is available for sale with the 
Bureau of Indian Standards, Manak Bhavan, 9, Bahadur 
Shah Zafar Marg, New Delhi-110 002 and Regional 
Offices : New Delhi, Kolkata, Chandigarh, Chennai, 
Mumbai and also Branch Offices: Ahmedabad, Bangalore, 
Bhopal, Bhubaneshwar, Coimbatore, Guwahati, Hyderabad, 
Jaipur, Kanpur, Nagpur, Patna, Pune, Thiruvananthapuram. 

[Ref:MTD12/r-5] 
DR. (Mrs.) SNEH BHATLA, Sc-‘F & Head (MTD) 


1 5 2007 

i 

1735.—'iKol*! ('SIRFR) 1988, ^ 4 ^ ^ (5) ^ 

i 

31^ 


^ ■q:?r ^ 


1 . 7728893| 3-4-2008 24, 31^31 ^TT’IIRT 7098 : («?FT 1) : 

^ ^ TITO^, it ^ 1988 

■ 1^«lli-421003 (^1) 1100^3lh:i#?T^ 

; 4ii4oM’0 ql^reni 

2 7727285| 2-4-2008 it 3IR Tl. 9/25, ^ 7809 : (’IFT 3/ 

* it -qpt ^3?^ 3ni^^-RFT3: 3T^- 1) : 1986 

i (Ti), retell «iTi-401303 3T^ wrot "^ft 3Ti^ 1 

j ^ «TRf "te 

^iRtdciid it it it ^ 


■avR 


■RT^f"Ren 
(«*KtSIHI) 


^3?RK 


13 : 11 ] 

r;. mm, ^--RFTfRi^ (- 5 ^ 7 ) 
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New Delhi, the 5th June* 2007 

S.O. 1735.—In pursuance of sub-regulation (5) of regulation 4oC the Bureau of Indian Standards (Ccrtificahon) 
Regulations, 1988, the Bureau of Indian Standards, hereby notifies the grant of licences particulars of whidi are given 
below in the following schedule: ' ^ 

SCHEDULE 

SI. Licence 
No. No. 

Validity 

Date 

Name and Address (factory) 
of the Party 

Product 

ISNo7Part/Scc./Year 

1. 7728893 

34-2008 

Phoniex Industries Section 

24, Opp. Military Tank Ulhas- 
Nagar Dist. Thane421003 

Crosslinked polycfeylwic in¬ 
sulated WC she^hed cables: 
Part 1 for working voltage upto 
and including 1 lOOV 

709t:Partl:1988 

2- 7727285 

24-2008 

B.R EnCTprisesGalaNo. 9/25, 
Parekh Industrial Estate, V. S. 
Marg, Virar (E) Distt. 
Thane-401303 

Spediication f^Ressuie Srasi- 
tive Adhesive Insulating 
tapes for Electrical Purposes- 
Part 3: requirements for Indi¬ 
vidual Maerials-Section 1 : 
Plasticized Polyvinylchloride 
Uqies with Nmi-thermosetting 
Adhesive 

7809:Pat3:Sec 1:1986 


[No.CMD/13:U] 
A. K.TALWAR. DDGM 


6 ^,2007 

■w. OT. '*lPRr ^ (ymuR) 1988 ^ 4’^'^ Wm (5) -^f 

^»t?n t % 1«R^ (ini<u| ■’fr^ ^ 1^'»r3tf ^ : 











^ 'PPR 1f./^/«^ ^ 

1 

2 

3 

4 5 


1. 

5315555 

8 '*Tr^, 
2008 

'C(3RI ^ T4ft 

^ ^ Win*l-721513,^ftt^, 3W!«I!) ^ ^ ^ 

atlfticir 14543:2004 

2 

5315656 

11 

2008 

^Tt#lRy~700103,>5RB^-24 3??traT) “aTR ^ 

WHT, 

30^14543:2004 

3. 

5328867 

8 

2008 

94/1 7R?IT ^, ^ ^ ^ %qr ^ 

«IT^ T(R 5382 : 1985 


jn^f, vnsjf 
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4 5321853 


14 

2008 


3. 5327057 


2 

2008 


% 02 C3fWT- 

ifNn : 

ilpf 

it. 3n. H^mTs-711302,'3. ^ 
fro, -sri^ 

^mTci ■saw 

WWB lMl*l<i«, ^?1T^-1^, 

^-m, -511^-741235, 


3 nf ^ ion :2002 


311^ 9953 : 1981 


[U^.-a.f^,/13:ll3 
<TmR, ^--qfflM?!^ (T3?7) 

New Delhi, flie 6th June, 2007 

SfoS ^**“ ^ «f “hich are given below 





SCHEIXILB 


SI. 

No. 

Lioeace 

No. 

Validity 

Datf 

N^MK and Address (factory) 
of the Party 

Product 

IS No ./Part/Sec/Year 

1. 

5315555 

08 March, 
2008 

M/s. T. D. Acqua Pvt. Ltd. 

P. O. & Vill,Manikpara, P. S. 
Jhargram Medinipur-7215 1 3, 
West Bengal 

Packafed drinking water (other 
than packaged natural mineral 
water) 

14543:2004 

2 

53156S6 

llhihrch, 

2008 

h^s. Lokenath Aqua Industries 
Vill. Ramchandnqnir 

P.O. Narendrapur 

P.S. Sonarpur, 

South-24-Parganas 

WestBcngal-700103 

Packaged drinking water (other 
than pekaged natural mineral 
water) 

14543:2004 

3, 

5328867 

8 April, 
2008 

M/s. Pratim Polymers Pvt. Ltd., 
94/1, Santiram Rasta, Bally, 
Howrrii, West Bengal. 

Rubber Sealing rings for Gas Mains, 
Water Mains and Sewers. 

5382:1985 

4. 

5321853 

14 March, 
2008 

M/s. Saj Food Products Pvt. 
Ltd., JL No. 02 (Jaladhulagori 
Panchayet) Mouja-Jaladhulagori, 
Via-Andul Mouri P.O. 
I%uylagariiP. S. Sankrail, 
Howrah-711302, West Bengal 

Biscuits 

1011:2002 

5. 

.5327057 

2 April, 
2008 

M/s. West Bengal Pharma¬ 
ceutical & Phytochemical 

Glyceryl Monostearate, Food 
Grade, 

9953:1981 


BIock-A, Phase-m, Kalyani, 
Nadia-741235, West Bengal. 


[No.CMEyi3:lI] 
A. K. TALWAR, Dy. Director General (Marks) 













[ m 3<«)] TO HSIXITO : ip 16 

—— 1 J|„ n .>^1 ffBT 

aftr y i yD w i % *l«iw 

^ fWt, 31 2007 

^.W. 1737.-^: ^ ^ tItfiTr iftWl f 

^ ^ ^ anro^ t aim Ti^ ^ ^ 3iR.3ii^ 

WT W5^ «li€l<!lK5 w, HP M^wWm ^ 

1^ WT ^ 3n^ftw % afpdn 1R[ fiwf 

^?i%^ I 

altr 3??T: ^ 3Rfr?l f!<n t % ^fi1=ff ^ 1^ 

■sra^ ^ ^ TOW 313^ ^ ^ifiinr tft^ if m 

arr^WR 3rf5m anroiP 11 

3R1: an alk TSPl^ HITOll^ (ijpi a 

TOtn ^ arf^^ H anN) apftipRW, 1962 (1962 H 50) 

^ «lRf 3 ^awra (1) sroTO 

’^mR A -3^ ^ aiftiiR arflm ^ 

an^Ti arrira TO5RIfto 11 

Hfi t^F an <|pl 1 Irw^ aiJ^ THifiRT, -g^ '’ipf 

TO TOl WyH 1f> Tw^ aiWR HW TWwRT HI IWf 
■?Ni aRp^,^P#»? alN^ ^HW M'lRf Hi^A^PR i^ttM. 

'aft. ait.'RJT.'^.'^ft ^itTO^ TOZ-Himf^j/art^ sr^ 
arfV^3^*Tf if»t drOai ^ 2i W ^ i 

afk ^ aPT^ ^ TOT F7 wfiw ^ 

HT W aTF ^gTF?n t % -3^ TO t ^ 

fiF^ ftrf^ ^ •RTTnT I 

«3^ 

aTTT.apt,^ TO 


, r 2007/5^ 26,1:929 3827 



tiM 



TO 


940nto 

0 

13 

Q 

0 

32 

94(y2c 

0 

12 

O 

0 

30 

mn 

0 

02 

0 

0 

05 

941/3 

0 

23 

0 

0 

57 

942/UGS*) 

0: 

31 

0 

0 

77 

103(yi(GP) 

0 

19 

5 

0 

48 

1029^ (GP) 

0 

23 

5 

0 

58 

10Q8«3>> 


17 

5 

0 

43 

\(XJ9(QP} 

0 

23 

0 

0 

57 

lOlUGP) 

0 

28 

5 

0 

70 

597/2(<^ 

0 

07 

5 

0 

\9 

Total 

$ 

56 

5 

t 

815 


TO arm TO 


SHf^tOU 


-t _h_A. 


. 



3=r 

Mtq 




T^tf 




618^(QP) 

o'" 

17 

0 

0 

"42 

smi6 

0 

(» 

0 

0 

025 

599/2a 

0 

03 

0 

0 

07 

599nbp 

0 

04 

0 

0 

10 

S98/lp 

0 

01 

0 

0 

02 

Total 

0 

25 

5 

0 

635 


por»^i 

aro TO 

' H'StI 





TO 




3TR.T^. 





948/lap 

0 

18 

5 

0 

"^6 

938/1^ 

0 

05 

0 

0 

12 

938/lc 

0 

09 

0 

0 

22 

938/ld 

0 

n 

5 

. 0 

295 

939/lb 

0 

21 

5 

0 

525 

938/2bp 

0 

05 

5 

0 

13 

938/2bp 

0 

05 

0 

0 

125 

938/2bp 

0 

05 

5 

0 

13 

939/2C 

0 

14 

5 

0 

36 

939/21^ 

0 

20 

0 

0 

49 

939/2C 

0 

15 

0 

0 

37 

940/lb 

0 

08 

5 

0 

21 

940/lc 

0 

17 

0 

0 

42 


[lt-»<t-12016/71/2006-a^.m^-ni] 
# U4W, ai«R 4lPlia 

MI2«mY W FEnCX^EUM AM) NATU^ 

New Delhi, the 31 at Nfoy, 2007 

S.O. f737.—Whereas it ^^)ears to the Cental 
Qovemment Out it is necessary in the public interest that 
for Uie ttvisport of petroleum lircMn **(H>ALAREVU GCS 
TOKPAC* in the A. P. State, pipeline should be laid t^Oie 
Oil and Natural Gas Corporation Ltd. 

And whereas it appear that for the purpose of 
laying aich pipeline, it is necessary to acquire the right of 
user in the land described in the schedule annexed 
hereto:— 

Mow (hoefore, in exercise of die powers confored 
by sub-section (1) of the Section 3 of die Petroleum and 
. Minerals Pipelines (Acquisition of ri|ht of Users in the 
Land)A(^1962(^of 1962),theCentral Govemmentber^ 
declares Its intentkin to acquire the right of uso* dier^: 
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that any poson interested in the said 
object within 21 days from the date of this 
. to laying the pipeline under the land to the 
^udiQrity,Oil& Natural Gas Corporation Ltd., 
ry Assd/K.G., Basin, Godavari Bhavan, Base 
ajahmundry, Andhra Pradesh, 

id every person making such any objections 
ate specifically wbetfa^* he wishes to be heard 
by a legal Pri^;titioner. 

SCBIDULE 

[JNE FR(^ ODAIjOIEVU GCS TO KPAC 


State j Andhra Pradesh Mandal Allavaram 

Distt. I East Godavari Village Odalarevu 

R.S.No. Hectares Ares Cend- Acres Cents 


948/liq) 

; 0 

18 

5 

0 

46 

938/Iap ' 

0 

1 

05 

0 

0 

12 

938/lc 

0 

09 

0 

0 

22 

938/ld 

0 

11 

5 

0 

295 

939/lb 

0 

21 

5 

0 

525 

938/2bp 

0 

05 

5 

0 

13 

938/2bp 

0 

05 

0 

0 

125 

938/2bp 


05 

5 

0 

13 

9,39/2c 

0 

14 

5 

0 

36 

939/2bp 

1 0 

2) 

0 

0 

49 

939/2C 

0 

15 

0 

0 

37 

94(yib 

i 


08 

5 

0 

21 

94(yic 

0 

17 

0 

0 

42 

94(V2b 

1 0 

B 

0 

0 

32 

940f2c 

1 0 

1 

12 

0 

0 

30 

941/2 

1 

0 

02 

0 

0 

05 

941/3 

0 

23 

0 

0 

57 

942/1 (GP) 

0 

1 

31 

0 

0 

77 

l()3(yi(C3>) 

0. 

19 

5 

0 

48 

l()29/p (Gpj 

0 

23 

5 

0 

58 

1008 (GP) 

0 

17 

5 

0 

43 

1009((30 

1 ® 

23 

0 

0 

57 

1011(GP) I 

0 

28 

5 

0 

2) 

ssnuiGP) 
_1 

0 

07 

5 

0 

19 

Totri 

3 

56 

0 

8 

815 


Andhra Pradesh Mandal 
East Godavari Village 


Allavaram 

Komaragiri' 

patnam 


RS.No. 

Hectares 

Ares 

Centi 

Areas 

Acres 

Cents 

618/2(GP) 

0 

17 

0 

0 

42 

599/la 

0 

01 

0 

0 

025 

599/2a 

0 

06 

0 

0 

07 

599/2bp 

0 

04 

0 

0 

10 

598/lp 

0 

01 

0 

0 

02 

Total 

0 

25 

5 

0 

635 


[No. ai2016/71/2006-ONG-ni] 
SHRIPRAKASH, Under Secy. 

14 2007 

1738.-^^ alk TipR 

WTOPT (’JpT ^ ^ srsN) a#rfw?, 

1962 (1962 ^ 50) ^ 2 ^ 73^^ (^T) ^ 31^7^ '4', 

W ^ aik yi^rd* ^ ■*f5n^ srfq- 

3JT.3n. 3503 26 RidWli, 2005 3JT aqf^sFRT 3?^ 

^ '33? ^ 1 

^ ^ Tpn t, # isk, lW wtr 

3'30^1 "^3^ ■sfl ’TR?? 

■qr 33?^^ 

•^l4'iK ^ W 3lto PdPM^^ ^ 

"ffeqT oiiJ^'iK (IpRR?) 

4b?T (RO? ■sr^) -m 3ft ■^^Tsqpft ^ m§MdJ§H '3^ 

EOT 15nfV3>Ht ^ <}>rqT 33 Pi4e'i 3R^ 3^ 1?Tt(, "333 3?f3- 
f333 3?tiit3 Tr«3 T133 TR3t^ 3^ *?t?R, 'SnfVfTcf 

^ I 

[■q^l^U 31015/l/2007-3jt3?R-n] 
■q; 3?3T^?f^ 

New Delhi, the 14th June, 2007 
S. O. 1738.—In pursuance of Clause (a) of Section 
2 of the Petroleum and Minerals Pipelines (Acquisition of 
Right of user in Land) Act, 1962 (50 of 1962) and in 
supersession of the Ministry of Petroleum and Natural 
Gas, Government of India No. S. O. 3503 dated the 26th 
September, 2005, except as respect things done or omitted 
to be done before such supersession, the Central 
Government hereby authoirses Shri Arvind Khare, G. M., 
District Trade and Industry Centre, Khargon (Madhya 
Pradesh), on deputation to Bharat Petroleum Corporation 
Limited (BPCL), to perform the functions of the Competent 
Authority, in addition to his own duties, under the said 
Act, within the territory of State of Madhya Pradesh for 
the cross country crude pipeline form Vadinar (Gujarat) to 
Bina (Madhya Pradesh) of Bharat Oman Refinaies Limited’s 
Central India Refinery Project. 

[F. No.-31015/l(2007-OR-II] 
A. GOSWAMI, Under Secy. 
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1^4 

17-*1^,2007 


1739.—1947 (1947 

% ^Nr, 

3^gi1P(<ff '^.-l, % ''Nr ^Hsw 

163/2004) ^ MaNf^<l 17-05-2007 

^^TT^lsn^l 

[^. 1^0-42012/104/2003-3?!^ 3?!^ (^T?*!-!! ) ] 
ann? 3 »mi< ^tls, o^P^fcwO 

MINISTRY OF LABOUR AND EMPLOYMENT 

New Delhi, the 17th May, 2007 

S.O. 1739.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Ceitral 
Government hereby publishes the Award ^lef. No. 163/ 
2004) of the Central Govermnent Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court No. I, Chandigarh as shown in the Amjexure 
in the Industrial Dispute between the management of 
National Dairy Research Institute and their worianen, which 
was received by the Central Government on 17-05-2007. 

[No. L42012/104/2003-IR(CM-II)] 
AJ AY KUMAR GAUR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRIRAJESHKUMAR,PRESIDING 
OFFICER, CENTRAL GOVERNMENTINDUSTRIAL 
TltomAL^CUM-LABOURCOURT-LCHANDIGARH 
Case No. LD. 163/2004 

Shri Kamaljit Singh S/o Sh. Prem Singh, Village and 
P. O. (jogripuTjKamal. • • • Applicant 

Versus 

The Director, National Dairy Research Institute, 
Kamal. • • • Respondent 

APPEARANCES: 

FortheWoricman : None 
For the Management i ShriRK. Sharma 
AWARD 


2. None has put up j^pearance on behalf of the 
workman despite notice. For the last three dates his 
advocate is also not ^jpearing. AR of the management 
submitted that workman appears to be not interested as he 
is not appearing for his evidence. It appears that woikman 
is gainfiiUy employed some where and for this reason he is 
not pursuing his case. In view of the above since the 
workmen is not j^jpeanngforhis evidence and his advocate 
is also not aj^earing tire present reference is returned to 
the Central Govt, for v^t of prosecution CentralGovt.be 
informed. File be consigned to record. 

Chandigarh RAJESH KUMAR, Presiding Officer 

Dated the'30-4-2(X)7 


172007 

1740.—3liylPl«h 3lf^Pm, 1947 (1947 

^ 14) ^ «nri 17%3I5^^’, 

% iNUtrit % Pl4l3R»f airi 44^ 

3fT^U ^ PlR[Vi 3?|^p|<=ii 

%''iw (tM wit 611/2005) 

^ W)R ^ 17-05-2007 ^ vm 

^3TT«TTI 

[U 1^-22012/297/2001-3?!^ 3m (IttTt*?-!!) ] 

New Delhi, the 17thMay, 2007 

S.O. 1740.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government herday publishes the Award (Ref. No. 611/ 
2005) of the Central Govermnent Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court No. 2, Chmdigarh as shownin the Annexure 
in the Industrial Dispute between the management of Food 
Co^xrration of India and their workmen, which w^ received 
by the Central Government on 17-05-2007. 

[No. L-22012/297/2001-IR(CM-II)] 
AJAY KUMAR GAUR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

CENTRALGO>^E»NMENTINDUSlRIALTRIBUNAI^ 

CUNtLABOUROOURT-HCHANDIGARH 

Shri Kuldip Singh, Presiding Officer 

Case No. LD. 611/2005 


(Passed on 30th April, 2007) 

Central Government vide notification No. L-42012/ 
104/2003 (CM-n) dated 24-3-2004 has referred the following 
dispute to this Tribunal for adjudicator; 

^‘Whether the action of the management of National 
Dairy Research Institute, Kamal, in terminating the 
services of Shri Kamaljit Singh S/o Sh. Prem Singh 
Attender, w.e.f 4ugust 1998 is legal and justified ? If 
not, to what relief the workman is entitled ?” 


Registered on 24-8-2005 

Dateof Decision 14-3-2007 

Mohinder Kumar S/o Shri Manohar Lai, R/o W. D. 
168, Ali Mohalla Kalan^ JuUundur. . . Petitioner 

Versus 

District Manager, FCI, 

86 Rani Ka Bagh, Amritsar. • - • Respondent 


2646 GI/07—10 
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APPEARANCES: 


Fo# 

Foi 


1947, hei ( 
Govenmi e 
their ordei 
2002. Thi 5 


This is a reference under Section 10 of the I, D, Act, 
einafter to be referred as, “Act” received from 
int of India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi vide 
1^0. L-22012/297/2()01-IR(CM-II) dated 25th July, 
reference reads as under: 


‘Wpether the action of the Management of Food 
Cojporation of India in removing/terminating 
i Mohinder Kumar S/o Late Shri Manohar Lai, 
:her from services w.e.f. 5th May, 1980 is legal 
justified ? If not, to what relief he is entitled 


Shii 
Sfr c 
anc 
to 


the worki 
Counsel, 
has claiih 
Manager] n 
confirmee I 
probation 
dated 4th 
Grade-mJ 
back to 
20th Feb 
of suite, 
workman! 
the matr 
recognized 
theinstitiit 
of the Co 


in remo 
5th M^, 


theWoiiunan 
the Management 


Sh. Mohinder Singh 

M^^ K Zakhmi, 
Advocate. 


AWARD 




Onla notice from the Tribunal the parties appeared, 
pan in person and the Management through 
The workman filed his Claim Petition whereby he 
led that he had joined the service with the 
ent on 22nd July, 1969 as Stitcher and was 
on the said post after the completion of the 
period of one year vide order No. A/14(31/70) 
jSeptember, 1970 and was promoted as Assistant 
on his improving qualification but he was reverted 
the post of Class-IV vide order dated 
n nary, 1978. He challenged the demotion, by way 
and the Court held that the demotion of the 
was legal since the institution which had issued 
jculation certificate in his favour was not a 
institution; that the Management admitted that 
te in question was registered with the Registrars 
•any, New Delhi and, therefore, they were wrong 
(jing him from service vide their order dated 
1980. 

The fiirther claim of the workman is that the 
Manageir ent terminated his services without waiting for 
the outcoi ne of the appeal and without serving upon him 
any charg s sheet or holding department inquiry. That the 
appeal pre ferred by him was also dismissed on 2nd March, 
1981, but he was informed of it only on 18th November, 
1988. He jias prayed for his reinstatement in service. 

I 

ThdManagement has opposed the claim of the 
workman. Their prdiminary objections to the maintainability 
of the reierence are that this Tribunal does not have 
jurisdictic n to consider the matter as the workman was 
reitK)ved 1 rom service for his misconduct, duly proved in 
the Civil (i^ourts. Admitting that the workman had joined 
the service on 22nd July, 1969 as Stitcher; and he was 
promoted as AG-III against the 10% quota, meant for 
Class IV [Tiatriculates, but stated that on inquiry it was 
found that the workman had produced a fake matriculation 
certificate so as to get the promotion. Therefore, he was 
demoted t) the original post. The workman challenged the 


order of demotion in the Civil Courts but he failed both in 
the Trial Court and in the appeal. The Management 
thereupon was of the opinion that the workman has 
committed misconduct on unbecoming of a FCI employee, 
therefore, his retention in service was taken to be 
undesirable. He was, therefore, removed finm Service vide 
order dated 5th May, 1980. His appeal was also rejected on 
the basis of the material on record. The other preliminary 
objection is that the reference is bad for latches teing highly 
belated as the workman was removed from service on 5th 
May, 1980 and his appeal was rejected on 7th March, 1981 
and the demand notice has been raised in the year 2002 i.e. 
after 20 years. According to them the reference is also bad 
for non-joinder and mis-joinder of the parties. On merit it is 
their reply that the averments made in para 1 to 5 are correct 
except that the workman had produced the matriculation 
certificate of a non recognized institute and the examination 
conducted by said institution was also not recognized. 
Reiterating the facts stated in the preliminary objectiorrs, it 
is stated by the Management that the Management had 
removed the workman by taking disdphnary action against 
him. They denied that the workman was punished twice. 
Their further claim is that the workman was removed from 
service by a competent authority in terms of Regulation 63 
read with regulation 54 of FCI Staff Regulation, 1971. Th^ 
admitted that on the request of the workinan he was again 
informed about the dismissal of his appeal vide letter dated 
18th November, 1988 and was told that his appeal was 
dismissed on 2nd August, 1991. 

The workman appeared as a witness and proved his 
affidavit exhibit W-1. In cross examination he arhnitted that 
he has submitted his matriculation certificate to the 
Management on the basis of which he was promoted as 
AG-III and was reverted back to Class-IV post on the 
ground that he had submitted a false certificate. He further 
admitted that, by a notification of CBSE, Government of 
India, the Central Board of Higher Education, New Delhi 
was declared as a Private Institution; and that examination 
conducted by that body was not recognized by Government 
of India. He further admitted that he had filed a suit the 
Court of Sub-Judge, Amritsar in which it was held that the 
certificate issued in his favour was not valid. In the appeal 
the order of Sub-Judge was upheld. He further stated that 
he had taken permission for appearing in the matriculation 
examination in the year 1976 and was declared pass in the 
year 1977. He denied that he had absented from duty for 
appearing in the examination. He claimed that the 
Management had not charge sheeted him for being absent 
from duty and that the Management had removed him from 
the service without justification and since then he is without 
any work. 

The Management produced Shri Sanjeev Bhaskar as 
their witness who by his statement proved his affidavit 
M-3 and the documents Exhibits M-4 to M-12. In cross- 
examination he admitted that the workman was confirmed 
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in service on. 4th September, 1970 giving effect to his 
confirmationftom22nd July, 1970. He further admitted thm 
the workman was promoted on 11th June, 1977 and his 
services were tciminated on 5th May, 1980. He denied the 
knowledge that a colleague of the woiknian Ram Rattan 
also produced similar cCTtificatc and was promoted but no 
action was taken against him by the Management. He 
admitted that no show cause notice or charge^eet was 
served upon the workman before terminating his services 
nor any inquiry was held against him. According to him 
the action against Ram Rattan was not taken as the matter 
had not come to the Management ^lier. He claimed that 
memo dated 25th April, 1979 was given to the workman. 

The Management also produced Shri Manohar Sin^ 
as tlieir wimess, but the workman was not given chance to 
cross examine him, therefore, his statement cannot be 
considered in the proceedings. 

From the pleadings of the parties it is clear that the 
parties have no dispute about the facts that the workman 
was engaged by the Management on 22nd July, 1969, as 
Stitcher and he was promoted as AG-III w.e.f. 11th June, 
1977, on the basis of his having passed the matriculation 
exa min a tion It is also admitted by them that the workman 
was demoted after it came to the notice of the Management 
that the workman had submitted the matriculation certificate 
from a board which was not recognized by the Gpvemment 
of India. Thereafter, he was removed from service on the 
basis that a dvil court has held that the certificate produced 
by the workman was a fake one and the Managemeitt took 
that as a misconduct on the part of the workman. The 
witness of the Management Sargeev Bhaskar admitted that 
no show cause notice was issued, no inquiry was held nor 
tlie workman was chargesheeted before the termination of 
his services. He admitted thatthe workman was a confirmed 
emplo 3 ^ee of the Management right from the day he joined 
the service as a Stitcher. Thus I find that the Management 
not only violated the provisions of the Industrial Dispute 
Act, also did not care for but the principles of natural justice, 
as he was removed from service without.giving him any 
opportunity to reply and submit his ©qplanation with re^id 
to the misconduct alleged against him. It is claimed by 
them that since the civil courts of Sub Judge and District 
Judge, Amritsar had held the workman having tendered a 
fake certificate, therefore, there was no necessity to give 
show cause notice to the workman or chargesheet him or 
to hold the inquiry against him as the facts alleged and 
made basis for his removal were admitted facts. In my 
opinion this submission of the Management is withrmt 
any merit. The law ar^d the principle of natural justice 
demand that nobody should be condemned upon heard 
Mid in this case, the worknian has been condemned without 
hearinghim. 

If we go into the judgement of Sardar Baldev Singh, 
Sub Judge, Amritsar and that of the AA, Shri N. C. Khichi, 
Additional Judge, Amritsar, I find that the learned Sub 


Judge, in his judgement nowhere held that the matriculation 
cer^cate tendered by the workman was a fake one. While 
considering issue no. 6, the learned judge held friat ‘The 
certificate of the vrorkman was found to have been issued 
by the Central Board ofHigberEdiicatiDsi New Delhi, which 
was not a recognized Government Institution”. This 
certificate was not issued by the CBSE, New Delhi which 
was a recognized institution, the demotion order was 
passed as the plaintiff was found to have not passed the 
matriculation certificate. The Ministry of Education has 
already notified that the Central Board ^Higher Education 
was not a recognized institutiotL Thus we find the learned 
Sub Judge did not hold that the workman had produced a 
fake or forged certificate. He nowhere held that there was 
no board with the naute Central Board of Higher Education, 
New Delhi or that the workman never appeared in the 
matriculation examination for him or that somebody else 
had appeared in the exammation orthat he obtained aforged 
certificate, without ever having studied for matriculation 
examination or having appeared in the examination in the 
year 1976. The ncm-recognitionofthe institution, from which 
the workman obtained matriculation certificate, could not 
be said to be the fault Of the workman nor he could be 
branded to have obtained afake certificate. Day in and day 
out, we read in the newspapers that such and such 
institution was not a recognized institution to hold 
examination for 10th or other classes but that does not 
mean no such institution existed or the candidates wlm 
ai^ieared through that institution did not attend the classes 
or appeared in the exams. Moreover, it is not only the CBSE, 
which recognizes the institution and authorizes them to 
conduct courses for matriculation and then send the 
students for taking exams of 10th Class. Almost every State 
of the counfiy has its own board of Secondary School 
Education and they also give recognition for 10th and 12th 
Classes. So mere showing that the workman had passed 
the examination of 10th from an institution which was nota 
recognized by the Government of India was not sufficient 
to declare the certificate tendered by the workman as f^e. 
It has come on record that the said institution was operating 
right from 1956 and was registered with the Registrar of 
Companies, New Delhi under Firms Mid Societies Act 
Government of India issued the notification declaring that 
institution not a recognized insdtutiem in the year 1965. 
The workman though was presunKu to be in the knowledge 
of that but it may be that he did not have that knowledge. 
He was, therefore, entitled for an opportunity to show that 
he had no knowledge of such a notification or that the 
institution from which he had passed the matriculation 
examination was recognized by any other board, if not by 
CBSE. 

I find that the leamed itistrict Judge while upholding 
the judgement of Sub Judge stepped further, vrithout giving 
any reasons, to hold in para 8 of his judgment “the certificate 
produced before the department was not issued by any 
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recognized iistitution. This cleariy shows that he committed 
a fraud ani I misrepresentation on the dependent by 
pr oducing fi ctitious certificate”. The learned judge did not 
show as to \ ^hat evidence he found on file to come to that 
conclusions The facts, as are admitted nowhere show that 
he had prod need a fictitious certificate as there has come 
no evidence to show that the certificate produced by the 
workman w as not of C^tral Board of Higher Education, 
New Delhi ()r it was not signed by a competent officer of 
that instituti nn or that the workman had not at all appeared 
in the exam nation or that somebody else had appeared in 
the examiiu tion for him. It is a different matter as to what 
was the vah e of that certificate. We find that in the field of 
Higher Edi cation, the courses conducted even by the 
Govemmen institutions like MDs/Ms in certain states, are 
not recogni: :ed courses by the Medical Council of India. 
But that d< tes not render the degree obtained by the 
candidates f om those colleges as fictitious. The recognition 
i s accorded! )y the competent autimrity on the fulfilment of 
required for nalities by the institution, but if the formalities 
are not fiilfi led, the degrees awarded by the institutions or 
the universities, do not become fictitious. It is a fact that 
M S and MD degrees given by certain universities in USSR 
are not reco ;nized by Medical Council of India, but those 
degrees hoi i good in the UK and other countries. The 
basing of rei noval of the workman on the judgments of the 
Trial and A] >pellate Court, without providing the workman 
an opportur ity to explain his position, was therefore bad 
in law. I fur ther find that the punishment awarded to the 
workman v as also disproportionate to the misconduct 
alleged aga: nst him but not proved in a domestic inquiry. 
There is no e\idence brought on record to show that the 
conduct of he workman even on earlier occasions was 
such. Since the certificate produced by the workman was 
found to be! lot valid, so his demotion may be justified but 
his removal on that basis was not justified as he possessed 
the qualifici ition to be a Stitcher and after evaluating his 
work the M anagement had confirmed him on that post. 
Both the punishments were awarded to the workman 
without hea ring him. For that reason also the punishment 
awarded we re bad in law. 

The Management had taken the plea that the 
reference is not maintainable for delay and latches. 
According t) them the workman was removed from service 
from 5th y, 1980 and his appeal was disposed of on 25th 
Febniary/2i id March, 1983 whereas the workman raised 
the demand notice in the year 2002, therefore, he has come 
to claim the benefit after a period of 20 years. As against to 
it the work] nan has claimed that against the order of his 
removal he had filed an appeal but the Management did 
not convey lim the result of the appeal and he waited for 
that. It was < mly on 18th November, 1998, he came to know 
that his app( al was dismissed on 2nd March, 1981, Against 
this claim cf the workman the Management has failed to 
produce an ^ evidence to show that the result of appeal 


was conveyed to the workman much earlier than I8th 
November, 1998. In para 15 oftheir Written Statement, on 
merit, they admitted that the workman was informed about 
the result of his appeal vide letter dated 18th November, 
1988i a fact claimed by the workman. On record I do not 
find any evidence to show that earlier to November, 1988 
the workman had the knowledge of dismissal of his s^peal. 
Thus the plea of latches, and delay raised by the 
Management is without any merit especially in view of the 
violation of principles of natural justice, rules law done by 
the Management. 

In view of the discussion made above I set aside the 
order of termination of the workman passed on 5th May, 
1980, by the Management. He is treated to be in service as 
if there was no order of termination of his service. He is 
entitled to all the service benefits except the back wages 
for the period till the date he raised the demand notice in 
the year 2002 as it cannot be denied that he too slept over 
the matter for long and did not try to know the result of the 
appeal he had made. No efforts are shown to have been 
made by him to ask the Management to tell him the result 
of his appeal. Moreover, how could he survive and provide 
livelihood to his famity without working. He will be entitled 
to 50% of the back wages only from 9th December, 2002 
when the Management first appeared in this Tribunal and 
got the notice of the reference. The reference is answered 
in favour of the workman holding that he is entitled to the 
relief shown above. Let a copy of this award be sent to the 
'appropriate govt, for necessary action and the file be 
consigned to records after due completion. 

KULDIP SINGH, Presiding Officer. 

2007 

■giT.3ir. 1741 .—arfttiWT, 1947 (1947 

^14) tit. 

%'qw 8/2002) 

■art 17-05-2007 I 

[ti. ■Q:^-22012/65/2001-3tl^3TR (#T^-II)] 
■3T5PT 

New Delhi, the 17th May, 2007 

S.O. 1741.—Ill pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref No. 8/2002) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Jabalpur as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial 
Dispute between the Management of Mohan Colliery of 
WCL and their workmen, which was received by the Central 
Government on 17-05-2007. 

|No. L-22012/65/2001-IR(CM-lI)] 
AJ AY KUMAR GAUR, Desk Officer 
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ANNEXUKE 

B^iOIOS THE CENTOAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNALrCUAl-LABOUR COURT, 
JABALPUR 

NO.CGIT/LC/R8/02 

Shri C. M. Singh, Presidiiig QflBcer 

The General Secietaiy, 

ItK,K.MS.(lNTUQ, 

P O. Chandametta, 

Chhindwara ... WorionanAJnion 

Versus 

The General Manager, 

WCLjPenchArea, 

P, O. Parasia, 

Distt. Chhindwara (M. P), 

Chhindwara •. • Management 

AWARD 

Passed on this 8tli day cf May,2007 

1. The Government of India, Ministiy of Laibour vide 
its Notification No. L-22012/65/2001-IR (CMa® dated 
21-12-2001 has referred the following dispute for 
adjudication by this tribunal: 

“Whether the action of the Sub Area Manager, 
Shivpuri Sub Area of WCL, P. O. Parasia, Distt. 
Chhindwara (MP) in terminating the services of 
Shri Mehtab \^shwakarma, S/o Kundan, D. P R- of 
\^shni^}uri Mine No. 2 of WCL, Pench Area, P. O. 
Parasia, Distt. Chhindwara w.e.f. 23-1-1999 is l^al 
and justified ? If not, to what relief he is entitled 
to ?” 

2. Inspite of sufficient service of notice on woikman/ 
Union, no body put in ai^iearance on behalf of worioium/ 
Union. Therefore vide order dated 5-84^5, the reference 
proceeded ex pmte against workmanAJnion. 

3. The management filed thdr Written Statement. 
Thdr case in brief is as foUows. That woikman Shri Mditab 
Vishwakarma was initially appointed as Dgiartmental Piece 
Rated Worker and was posted at Vishnupuri underground 
in mines. He was a habitual absentee. The woikman did not 
show any interest in his services and he again remained 
absent from duty unauthoiisedly without any information, 
permission and sanctioned leave. The attendance 
particulars of the woikman for the period w.e.f. 1995 to 1998 
are given below: 



Year 

Attendance 

1. 

1995 

43 days 

2. 

1996 

14 days 

3. 

1997 

Nfl 

4. 

1998 

27 days 


The woikman leouased ^sent from duty from 
2-3-98 unanthoriaBty without imiiuiiticw, penmnon and 
sanctioned leave. He didiiatiqiQrt flidc to cniliay hot ^ ta l . 
He was, therefore, issued with a chargesheet dated 
15/21-6-98 under clause 26.30 of the Certified Standing 
Orders. The woricman. submitted reply to the said 
chargesheet The rqdy was found riot satisfoctory and it 
was decided to condact a dqtartmeotal ea^piiiy against 
him Accordm^ vide oidcs’ No. 113 dated 30-10-98, 
Shri G. C. Pandey, the then Personnel Manager was 
^^jpointed Enquiry Officer and Shri Anish Ahamad the then 
Assistant htoager was appointed as Management 
Representative. The Eiiquiiy Officer fixed the first date cf 
sftting nf enquiry on 10-11-98 and issued memorandum of 
enquiry dated 1-11-98. That on the said date of enquiry, the 
workman did not turn up. Accordingly the enquiry 
proceedings were adjourned to 16-11-98.'That for the said 
date ofhearing, a memorandum of enquiiy dated 10-11-98 
was issued to the wmkman by Registered Post. That the 
workman refused to receive the said notice and fire same 

was recdved bade by the sender wiffi the Po^ lemadES as 

“Refused to accept*’. As the workman refused to accept 
the memorandum of enquiry, the Enquiiy Officer proceeded 
ex parte against the woikman on 16-11-98 andtbe enquiry 
was conducted in his ^sence. After having legally and 
properly conducting the enquiry, the Enquiry Officer 
submitted Enquiiy Report holding the workman guilty of 
the charges. The enquiry proceedings along withEnquily 
Report yras plnced b^oie Conq)etent Autlfonty and after 
having gone through the same the competent authoriti^ 
having ^n satisfied that the enquiiy has been conducted 
legally and properly following the principles oi natural 
justice issued show-cause notice dated 18-12-98 along with 
copy of Encpiixy Rqmrttothe wcakmanbyRegisJeredpost. 
That the said registered envdcqie was received back by 
the management with the endoresement of the postd 
authority that the addressee is not traceable.-The 
Conqietent Authority after having considered the mrtire 
facts and circumstances of the case, ternnnated the service 
vide order No, 102 dated 22-23/11/98. It is prayed by the 
management that the rdercncc be decided in favour of the 
management aj^nst the woikman and the wodanan is 
not entitled to any relief whatsoever,_ 

4. The order sheet dated 5-8-05 reveals that tire 
reference proceeded ex parte agaiiut the workman. 

5. The management in order to prove its case filed 
affidavit of Shri Rajesh Kumar Sinha, the then woridng as 
Sr. Personnel Officer in WCL,’Pench Area. 

6. As the case proceeded ex parte against the 
workman/Uttion, there is no evidence on record in fevour 
of tiic werfonan/Union. 

7. The managemak filed written argutnent in support 
of their case. 

8 I have very carefiilty gone through the entire record 
of the case and the entire e\idence Ml recofd. 
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9. The [^ase of the management is fu% established 
from the un< ontroverted and unchallenged affidavit of 
management s witness ShriR^eshKnmar Sinha working 
as St. Person nel Of^er. Against the above, there is no 
evidence in support of the case oi the workman/Unioa 
The referencetherefore, deserves to be decided in favour 
of the mana gement and against the workman but 
considering t le fsicts and circumstances of the case, I am 
of the view th at the parties should be directed to bear their 
own costs of this r^erence. 

10. The reference is decided in favour of the 
management and against the workman holding that the 
action of Sub Area Manager, Shivpuri Sub Area of WCL, 
P. O. Parasia, Distt. Chhindwara (MP) in terminating the 
services of Shri Mehtab \^shwakaTma, S/o Kundan, 
D. P, R. of V shnupuri Mine No. 2 of WCL, Pench Area, 
P. O. Parasia, )istL Chhindwara w.e.f. 23-1-1999 is legal and 
justified and he workman is not entitled to any relief. The 
parties shall 1 )ear their own costs of this reference. 

11. Co] »y of the award be sent to tl^ Government of 
India, Minist ry of Labour as per rules. 

C. M. SINGH, Presiding Officer 
2007 

1742.—1947 (1947 
^ 14) UTIT17 % ■^*, ^*50^ «<«♦>!< 

^ __ -N* -*v._fV- ^ *v ^ rv_ 

H Sirai I' i^ Iwtj ^ 

^ WIT 43/2000) ^ t, 

■sir rR ^ 17-05-2007 ^ W ^aiT «1T I 

[ ’ i ^-22012/304/1999-'3Tli 3TR t^-II) ] 

K. etfijorx'O 

New Delhi, the 17th May, 2007 

S.O. 1742.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government 1 lerdjy publishes the Award (Ref No. 43/2000) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Jabalp ir as shown in the Annexure, In the Industrial 
Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of WCL and their workmen, which was 
received by tl e Central Government on 17-05-2007. 

[No. L-22012/304/1999-IR(CM-II)] 
i A JAY KUMAR GAUR, Desk Officer 
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ANNEXURE 

THE OKTRAL GOVERNMENT 
TRIBUNAIXUM-LABOUR COURT, 
JABALPUR 


No. CGIT/LC/R/43/2000 


Shri C. M. Singh, Pre^ng Officer 


The General Secretary, 

RK.KM.S.(INTUC), 

P. O. Chandameta, 

Distt. Chhindwara (M. P), 

Chhindwara ,,. Workman/Union 

Versus 

The Chief General Manager, 

WCL, Pench Area, 

P. O. Parasia, 

Distt Chhindwara (M. P), 

Chhindwara ... Management 

AWARD 

Passed on this 30th day of May, 2007 

1. The Government of India, Ministry (tfLabour vide 
its Notification No. L-22012/304/99-IR (CM-II) dated 
24-1-2000 has refored the following dispute fijr adjudication 
by this tribunal: 

“Whether the action of the General Manager, WCL, 
Pench Area, P. O. Parasia, Distt. Chhindwara (MP) in 
dismissing the services of Shri Pooran S/o Prahlad, 
Helper of Regional Workshop, WCL, Chandametta 
is justified ? If not, to whait relief the concerned 
workman is entitled ?” 

2. Workman Shri Pooran had been working as helper 
at Regional Workshop, Western Coalfields Limited, 
Chandametta. About a week prior to Durga Pooja and 
Dussehra festival, cleaning of the workshop premises 
begins and the old material, sciaps, old and rejected electric 
wires, fittings etc. are placed at a place nearby wall inside 
the premises. This is done by the helpers. The employees 
used to go for answering the call of nature nearby the wall 
inside the premises where the old materials are placed as 
the urinal and lavatory were closed by the management. 
On 25-9-98, the celebrations of Durga Pooja were going on. 
The workman was on duty in the Ilnd shift on that day 
which commenced fi'om 3.30 P.M. to 11.30 P.M. At about 10 
P.M., he went to attend the call of nature nearby the wall 
where the old materials were placed. When he was 
returning, suddenly Security Guard Shri Dilip Kumar started 
shouting ‘Chor-Chor’ and caught hold of him. The Security 
Guard when realised that he has wrongly caught hold of 
the workman and if the workman reports the matter to the 
higher authorities, the action will be taken against him 
(Security Guard). Therefore he falsely implicated the 
workman alleging that he was taking away certain cable 
from the workshop towards godown. No material was 
recovered by the said Security Guard from the possession 

the workman. On the basis of the complaint, the woikman 
was served with a chargesheet dated 27-9-98 alleging that 
on 25-9-98 at about 10 PM, the woikman was found canying 
cable inside the workshop towards Koyla godown and 
thus he committed the misconduct. The workman submitted 
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the reply to the chargesheet denying the charges. A 
departmental enquiry was held against the woricman. 
Shri Anil Kumar Singh, Sr. Personnel Officer was appointed 
Inquiry Officer and Shri S. D. Malviya, Superintending 
Engineer was ai^inted representative of the management 
Shri S. D. Matv^ was neither witness nor he was authorized 
to be a witness on behalf of the management. He 
unfortunately and against the procedure, turned to become 
a witness of ^ management and examined himself against 
all cannons of law. Shri Dilip Khan, Security Guard as the 
witness of the management has not stated anything adverse 
against the workman. The material documents which were 
basis of enquiry were not supplied to the workman and 
therefore he could rwt cross-examine the management’s 
witnesses effectively. After having completed the enquiry, 
the Inquiry Officer submitted report holding that the 
charges are proved. On the basis of the report, the 
Disciplinary Authority vide order dated 9-1-99 decided to 
propose the penalty of dismissal from services and in this 
maimer the services of workman were illegally and aftntiaiily 
dismissed vide order dated 2^-l-99, The workman is not 
employed gainfully anywhere since his dismissal. It is 
pra> ed that the management be directed to reinstate the 
workman in service with full back wages. 

3. The management filed Written Statement. Their 
case in brief is as follows. That woricman Pooran was 
woridng as helper with the management at Pench Area. On 
25-9-98, while he was on duty, Im was caught hold of by 
the Security Guard for misconduct of theft. A chargesheet 
was issued to him. He filed his reply to the charge which 
was not found satisfactory. Thw^fore Shri Anil Kumar 
Singh, Sr. Personnel Officer was appointed as Inquiry 
Officer and Shri S. D. Malviya, Superintendent Engineer 
was appointed as management’s representative. The 
Inquiry Officer conducted the DE against the workman 
le^ly Md properly and vide his report dated 14-11-98 
held that the ch^gds are proved against the workman. On 
receipt of enquiry report, the c(m:q)etent authority imposed 

ffie puiushment of disrnissal against the woikinan vide order 
dated25-l-99. It is pleaded that the workman is not entitled 
to any rdief whatsoever as it is disclosed that he committed 
theft of management’s property. 

4. Vide order dated 25-5-05 on the OTder sheet of this 
reference proceeding, it was ordered that the case shall 
proceed ex-part© against the workman. 

5. The management in order to prove its case filed 
affidavit of management’s witness Shri S. D. Malviya, the 
then working as Siq>erintendent Engineer in WCL Pench 
Area. As the case ja-oceeded ex-parte against the wwkman, 
there is no evidence on record on behalf of the workman. 

6. 1 have heard Shri A. K. Shashi, Advocate the 
learned counsel for the management and perused the entire 
evidence on record. 


7. The case of the management is fiilly established 
and proved from the uncontroverted and unchallenged 
affidavit of Shri S. D. Malviya, the management’s witness. 

8. In view of the above, the reference deserves to be 
answered in favour of the managetnent and against the 
workman but considering the facts and circumstances of 
the case, I am of the view that the parties should be directed 
to bear their own costs of this reference. 

9. The referende is answered in fiivotff of the 
management and against the workman holding that the 
action of the General Managw, WCL, Pench Area, P. O.: 
Parasia, Distt. Chhindwara (MP) in dismissing the services 
of Shri Pooran S/o Prahlad, Hdpor of Regional Workshop, 
WCL, Chandametta is justified and consequently the 
concerned workman is not entitled to any relief. The parties 
shall bear their own costs of this reference. 

10. Copy of the award be sent to the Goyemment of 
India, Ministry of Labour as per rules. 

CM SINOi Prfeiding Officer 
2007 

tFT.3ir. 1743.—1947 (1947 
ART 14) ^ «rRr 17 

’T.-ii, 208/2005) ^ wfwr 

^ t, •ail Wmi ^ 17-05-2007 ^ -STTO «n I 

[u ■^-23012/53/1998-«ni m: v^-u ) ] 

3>HK 

New Delhi, the 17th May, 2007 

S.O. 1743,—^In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 208/ 
2005) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court No.-n, Chandigarh asshownintheAnnexuie, 
in the Industrial Dilute between the employers in relation 
to the managem^t of BBMB and their workmen, which 
was received by the Central Government on 17-05-2007. 

[No. L-23012/53/1998-m(CM-II)] 
AJAY KUMAR GAUR, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

CENIR/^ GOVERNMENT INDUSIMAL 
TRIBUNALrCUM-LABOUR COURT-n, 
CHANmGARH 

ShriKuldip Singh, Presiding Officer ' 

Case LD. No. 208/2005 
Regirtered on 3-8-2005 
Date of Decidtm 28-3-2007 

Baiwant Singh C/o Shri R. K ^nghParmar, Secretary, 

Purijab (INTUC), House No. 35-G, Nangal Township, 

District Ropar. ...Petitioner 


f^rsus 
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Chief Engineer (Generation), BBMB, Nangal 
unship, District Ropar. ...Respondent 


iiled the 
The wor 


Diionan : ShriR.K. SinghPannar,AR 
uugment : Shri Rajinder Singh, AR 

AWARD 

parties are present through their represent- 
ive heard them and have also gone through the 

following reference was received from 
Govemmdnt of India vide their order No. 23012/53/98/IR 
ted nthFetoruaiy, 1999: 

ether the action of the Management of BBMB 
by Chief Engineer (Generation), in terminating 
ervices of Shri Balwant Singh, S/o Molu Ram, 
lal Labour w.e.f 18th December, 1997 without 
wing the provisions of Section 25-F of the 
strial Disputes Act, 1947 is justified ? If not, to 
; relief the workman is entitled T 

r getting notice from this Tribunal the workman 
iaim petition and the Management their reply, 
nan filed the affidavit in support of his claim 
s Management filed the affidavit of one Himmat 
isional Siq>erintendent in the office of Resident 
IBMB, Ganguwal, Punjab. They also placed on 
record theidocuments now exhibited as M-1 to M-7. Both 
an and Shri Himmat Singh, the witness of the 
Management appeared as witness. 

id in brief the claim of the workman is that he 
y^ed by the Management and he served them on 
5 from IstNovente, 1996 to 31st January, 1997 
)m23rdMay, 1997 to 18th December, 1997, Thus 
them for 241 days within 12 calendar months 
he date of termination of his services from 18th 
1997; that the Management terminated his 
thout following the provisions of Section 25-F 
strial Dispute Act, hereinafter, to be referred as 
Management denied the daim of the workman 
he preliminary objections to the maintainability 
ence stating that the reference is bad for non- 
he necessary parties that since the engagement 
anan was for a specific period, therefore, his 
It got automatically ended on the expiry of the 
eriod. On merits, they have claimed that the 
workman ^kas engaged as unskilled Ma 2 door for a specified 
iree months from 1st November, 1996 to 31st 
97. Later on he was again engaged on 23rd May, 
1997 to 18ffi December, 1997 which period was extended 
for further 30 days and the same ended on 18th December, 
1997. Thepetitioner having been engaged for a specified 
; not have the claim for regularization as he was 
the terms and conditions of the engagement 
sd by the Management. He ^as, therefore, also 


not entitled for retrenchment compensation. In 
disengaging him the Management neither violated any 
provisions of the Act nor used unfair labour practice, 
therefore, the workman is not entitled to any relief 

The workman has raised his claim on the plea that 
since 12 months preceding the date of termination of his 
services on 18th December, 1997, he had served the 
Management continuously for 241 days, therefore, he was 
entitled for the protection under Section 25-F of the Act. In 
my opinion the workman is wrong in making this claim. If 
we count 12 months from 18th December, 1997backto 19th 
January, 1997 the total number of days including Stmdays 
and Holidays, come to 236 days and not 241 days as is 
claimed by the workman. The workman, therefore, did not 
have the protection of Section 25-F since he had not put in 
continuous service for one year as is defined by Section 
25-B of the Act. In his statement he admitted that he was a 
daily wager and that he had served the Management 
continuousty. In his statement of claim he gave the specific 
dates during which he had served the Management and by 
claiming that he had served the Management continuously 
he meant that he had served the Management from 1st 
November, 1996 to 31st January, 1997 and then from 23rd 
May, 1997 to ISthDecember, 1997. No where he has claimed 
for any other period during which he had served the 
Management. The claim made by the workman that the 
Management violated the provisions of Section 25-Fbefore 
terminating his services is not available to him as h? did 
not fall within the protection of Section 25-F of the Act. 
His, this claim is, therefore, not val id. 

The workman has also raised the claim that the 
Management violated the provisions of Section 25-G of 
the Act, since they retained his juniors in service while 
terminated his services. Neither in his statement of claim 
nor in his own statement he named his juniors who had 
been retained in service or who had been employed by the 
Management without giving him the option of re¬ 
employment. Simi-larly he failed to prove that the 
Management engaged 500 workers in their unit and, 
therefore, he was entitled for three months notice before 
the termination of his services. It is true that the witness of 
the Management admitted that they had en:q)loyed hundred 
workmen in the power house during the period the workman 
had served them, even then this benefit is not available to 
the workman for the reason that he had not put in 
continuous service of one year on the day his services 
were terminated. The admission of the Management that 
they had employed 100 workers, thus, is of no use to the 
workman. There is another reasem not to accept this claim 
qf the workman as the reference made by the Government 
does not include in it the claim of the workman of violation 
of Section 25-N of the Act. For these reasons, the workman 
is not entitled to the relief he has claimed alleging the 
violation of Section 25 -F, G and N of the Act. 
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In view of the discussioa made above 1 am of the 
opinion that the woikman has felled to prove his c laim that 
the Management had violated the provisions of Section 
25-F of the Act at the time they terminated his services on 
ISthDecember, 1997. TUewoikmanis,dieiBfo«,notentified 
to any relief The award is passed against him and in fevour 
of the Management. Let a copy of dus award be sent tothc 
appropriate govt, for necessary action and the file be 
consiigiied to records after due ctmiplctioii. 

iaiU>IP PKaiding Offica 

17^, 2007 

1744,—1947 (1947 
^ 14 ) -^ 17 % i W- 

'S rai yr ^ % 3 ^ 1992 ) f, 

Wt ^ 17-05-20)7 ^ I 

[U 1^51- -2012/398/1991 ^ (td-II) ] 

New Delhi, the 17th hfay, 2007 

S.O. 1744. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Dilutes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No, 38/1992) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labom 
Court, .fabalpur as shown in the Annexuie in the Industrial 
Dispute between the employer in relation to the 
management of SECL and their workman, whidi was 
received by the Central Government on 17-05-2007. 

[No. L-2a012/398/i99l-IR(C-ira 
AJAY KUMAR GAUR, DeakOfBcer 

ANP^XURE 

BiaPOiffi THE C12fI»AL GOVKRPMEOT 
[NDl^IiUALTRmUNAlX:^^^ CCH^ 

JABAU^ 

NaCG]T/LC/ibt»fi»2 

Shri C. M. Sffigh, PreakfingOffioei 

Sri Mohd. Ajaimdutktin, 

S/o Mohd. Iliyas, 

Ex-Ba^W»ker, 

P. O. Kotma, 

Vdl.: Lahsm, 

Distt. Shahdol . - .Workman/Umon 

Versus 

The General Manager, 

Jamuna and Kotma Areas (rf S. E. C. Ltd., 

P. O.: Jamuna Cdlli^, 

Distt. Shahdol .Management 


mABD 

(Passed on 30<ii day of AprB, 3007) 

1. The Govanmoit of India, Ministiy of Lrf5oar vide 
itsNotificatkmNo. L-22012/398/91^(C-lI) dated 12-2-92 
has rrferred the folkjwing dispute for at^ndicationby this 
tribunal: 

“WlKthertbeactionofthe General Manager, Jamuna 
and Kotma Areas of S. E, C. Ltd., P. O. Jamuna 
Colheiy, Distt. Shahdol (MP) in terminating services 
Mohd. Ajamuhiddin, Badli workman of Govinda 
a^ery wei. 25-2-1990 is legal and justified ? If not, 
to what relief is the workman entitled to ?” 

2 . The case of workman airi Mohd. AJanrahidcfinin 
brief is as fWlows. That he applied for the post of worker as 
Catcgory-I, Mazdoor and after an interview and 
mmpefitkm, 1^ was Sheeted as Catcgory-I, Mazdoor. 
Th^eafter he was sem vocational training oi Badli 
worker as Category-! MMdwMrby an ordo’ dated 18-7-1989 
issmedby file Dy. P. M. (I. R. J. Md K. A^)oiitt./89/428) of 
the management. Thereafter, Ms appointment was further 
extended for a period of 90 days by an order dated 1-9-89 
(Armecure S-1). In fee mearriime, the management wanted 
to acquire the land of the fether trfthc workman in req»ect 

of a Plot No. 938 area 4.4Q acres and to this effect, an 
a gr eement was signed (Annexure S-2). 'Iliereafter by an 
order dated 15-1-90, the aRXiintment oidcr of the worianmi 
was approved by Dy. Manager, Jamuna and Kotma Area. 
It is also mentioned therein that an agreement has to be 
signed with re^d to the land and the case which was 
paiding before the CommisBioncr, Rewa is to be withdrawn. 
Annexure S-3 is the copy of file order dated 15-1-90. On 
17-1-90, the service erf the workman and his appoinrinent 
was zq^iroved for a ferthw period of 30 days and he was 
alfoWed for chnies and thereirifta’ miofiter order was issued 
fisrt file service of worfcMMi was j^owod for duty for a 
period c^ one wedtby an order dMed 17-2-90. Annexure 
S-4 and S-5 are copies of the orders respectively. Thereat 
the name erf woikman was rtn^ erff m*d he was ceased to 
work. That nekhw any eaqmry was conducted against the 
workman nor his work was unsafi^ctoiy. The worieman 
was (fisallowed to woik because <rf a case with regjffd to 
acqoisiticm of land w^pendittg before the Commissioner, 
Rewa and the vmtkntan did not pwsuadc to withdraw the 
said case. The termination of fite workman is against the 
provisions of standing orders. After completing 155 days, 
his service could not be terminated and he became a 
permanent workman. Other junior persons who were 
appointed along with the workman were retained in the 
service. The termination of the workman amounts to unfair 
labour practice. It is against the provisions of Standing 
Orders and against the provisions of I. D. Act, 1947. It 

amounts to retrenchment and it could not be draie without 

complying with the provisions of Sec. 25-F of 1. D. Act, 
1947. That the woikman is entitled for cwitiiuiation in 


2646 GI/07—11 



3838 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA: JUNE 16,2007/JYA1SIHA26,1929 


(PartII— Sec. 3(ii)] 


servke vith aU back wages fixsa the date of teiimnation of 
hi|^ service. 

3. The management ooatested the lefeieikee and filed 
their W S. Their case in brief is as follows. Workman 
Shri Me hd. Ajanwlnddin was t^jpointed for a period of 90 
da>'s by )rder dated 18-7-89 as Badli Mazdoor cm temporary 
basis. H e was a temporary m^)toyee and his services to be 
automat ically teiminaled after e?q»iy oftlm poiod stipulaled 
in the a >pomtment order. This ^)pointnient was given to 
Shri M< hd. Ajamuittddin because certain land measuring 
4.40 aci e under Khasra No. 938 srtumed in village Lahsui, 
Tab. K( itma was required for mining operation. It was 
reportec to the managemert that the aforesaid land belongs 
to one Shri Mohd. Idris and the land is under his 
possession. Shri Mohd. Idris requested for giving 
employ nent to his son Shri Mohd, Ajamuluddin as land 
outsee or taking over the aforesaid land for mining 
operatic n. Accordingly tenporary appointment for 90 days 
was giv( m to Shri Mohd. Ajamuluddin and he joined duty 
on 2-9-S9. While working so, he was granted further 
e.xtensic n of 30 days and his service was to be twminated 
w.e.f. 11-2-90 because in the meanwhile it was reported that 
the lane did not belong to Slni Kfohd. Idris but it actually 
belongs to M/s. ACC Conqjm^ and Mohd. Idris gave 

false ini ^miatioa and that a (hspute regarding the land was 
pending with Cemunissiemer, Rewa wh^ein Shri Mohd. Ickis 
had clai tned for changing the ownership of the land in his 
name. Jl the authorities of Shahdol District have decided 
the disp ute by holding that file land is belonging to M/s. 
ACC an 1 jrfter nationalization |he management of SECL are 
the own ers of the land. In view of the above, it is clear that 
the lane is belonging to SECL and Shri Mohd. Idris had 
given a false information and the appointment of his son 
Shri M< )hd. Ajamuluddin was not proper. However the 
services of Shri Mohd. Ajamuluddin were terminated as 
per the stipulation in the contract of servic®. In fact his 
appoint nent came to an automatic end on 17-2-90. His 
service vas terminMed as per stipulation in the contract erf 
employ! nent and he was not in employment fw a period erf 
one yea] also. As such termination is legal and prqjer and 
no inter erence is called fm. The texmdi^on was as per the 
contract of enqrfoyment. h is neilhm' retrenchment not any 
charges leet or enquiry was necesRuy. The actiem of the 
manage nient is fully just^kd and the workman concerned 
is not ei ititled to any relief. It has been further pleaded in 
the rejoi nder to the Written Statement (rf the management 
that in fact the o^»' of appointment was given to the 
workms n who is son of so-called owner of land measuring 
4.40 acr 2 S under Khasra No. 938 situated in Village Lahsui, 
Tah. K( itma as land oustee for taking over the aforesaid 
land for mining c^ration. The letter marked as Annexure 
S-2 is n< ithing but with refer^ce to certain letter informing 
the Dy. CME by Sub-Area Manager, Govinda Sub-Area 
that the agreement with Shri Mohd. Idris, father of the 
workms n in respect (rfPk4 No. 938 for an area of 4.40 acres 


has been duly signed. In foct the order dated 15/16-1-90 
which is marked as Annexure S-3 is a letter written to the 
workman 1^ the GM, Jamuna and Kxrfma Area informing 
him ritat with reference to his order erf af^tointment dated 
18-7-89, extension of 30 days has beep 2 q)j»oved and he 
was advised to rq)ort for ditty to the Sub-Area Manager, 
Govinda Sub Area. It was further ihfbcmed to the workman 
ttert necessary agreement and affidavit are to be filed by 
the father of workman before Commissioner, Rewa in 
connection with the dispute of title of land pending before 
the Hon’ble Commissioner, Rewa. The document Annexure 
No. S-4 is nothing but the office order in respect of allowing 
the workman for duty in the light of the order dated 
15/16-1-90 which is marked as Annexure No. S-3. It is 
{beaded bythe management that iheworionan is not entitled 
to any relief. 

4. Workman Shri Mohd. Ajamuluddin in order to 
prove Ws ease examined himself. Against the above, in 
order to defend the reference, management examined 
Shri D. Hargave, then working as Dy. Chief Personnel 
Manager, SECL, Koyla Bhawan, Dhanbad (Bihar) and 
Sferi S. K. Juneja then working as General Manager, Jamuna 
and Kotina Area, SECL, Bilaspur. 

5. Both the parties have filed Photostat copies of 
certain documents which shall be referred in the body of 
this award where the need be. 

6 . I have heard Shri P. N. Pathak, Advocate the 
learned counsel for the workman and Shri A. K. Shashi, 
Advocate the learned counsel for the management. I have 
very carefully gone through the entire evidence on record. 

7. The learned counsel for the workman submitted 
that the workman has continuously worked as Badli worker 
with the management for 195 days and therefore according 
to provision of Sec-25(B) of the I. D. Act, 1947, he has 
continuously worked with the management for a period of 
one year as he worked below ground in the mine. The 
learned counsel for the workman emphasised that the 
termination of workman from service amounts to his 
retrenchment and that is too without complying with the 
provisions of Sec. 25-F of the I. D. Act, 1947 and therefore 
it is illegal. Against the above, the learned counsel for the 
management submitted that the workman worked with the 
management only for 109 days below the ground in the 
mine and therefore it cannot be held that he continuously 
worked for one year with the management and therefore 
the termination of serv ice of workman is not hit by the 
provisions of Sec. 25-F of the I. D. Act, 1947. 

8 . Now it is to be calculated that for how many days 
workman has continuously worked with the management 
as Badli worker. It has been averred in the statement of 
claim by the workman tliat after having completed 155 days, 
his service could not be terminated as he became a 
permanent workman That his termination is against the 
provisions of the Standing Orders and the I. D. Act, 1947 
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and amotnus to Tetrencfament 'MA covld not be dam 
wittKM^ cooqjtying with ttie provirioM of Sec. 254^ of ^ 
ID. Act, 1947. ft means the avennent of the workfB« if 
that he worked as Badti woriccr wiUithe nuuiagesaeot •* 

mcMe than 155 below growitointhc miiie. ThfeawoBeBt 

of the workman has been denied by the management in 
their pleadings. It is admitted to both the parties dtot the 
workman was initially aRwinted vide orda: dated 18-7-89 
as Badli workmanfor a period of 90 days and henade^went 
vocational training w.c.f. 26-7-89 to 16-8-89 ftw 22 dt^. ft is 
also admitted to bodi the parties that after cooapictmg 
training, the workman joined dnQr on 2-9-89 and he 
perfonned his duties till 24-2-90. That his terminatton took 
place on 25-2-90. In his affidavit, the workman depoeed 
that iiiclodiiigthe trainii^ period, heworioedbdowgirQnnd 
in the mine contiiHiously fOT 195 daysnddchtsas Isiknes: 

Period Total days 


a 

26-7-89to 16-8-89 

22 days 

b. 

2-9-89 to 16-1-90 

136 days 

c. 

17-1-90 to 16-2-90 

30 days 

d. 

17-2-90to 24-2-90 

07 days 


Ibttd 

195 days 


It is to be noted here that except affidavit oi 
workman, there is no independent, oral or docamentaxy 
evidence to corroborate the dxwc ond testiirway of dm 
workman given by him. It means that except the dboveonal 
evidenc e of workman, there is no documentaLry evtdenoe 
for proving the fact that the workman worked with the 
management below the gromid in the miae for 395 dsjw 
continiiiou^. 

9. Against the ^x)ve, the management’s witnesses 
Shri D. Hargave, then working as Dy. Chief PersoBhel 
Manager, DCCL, Koj'ala ^lawan, Dhanbad O^ar) deposed 
that after getting the vocational training, the workman 
became eligible to work below ground in nune. That rmy 
person who has undergone vocational training to become 
eligible for employment, that period is nm counted as 
employment. That the workman was issued appoiidment 
letter on 1-9-89 by the then Personnel Manager and he 
joined on 2-9-89. This witness deposed that the faltowing 
are the particulars of work done by the woekiian witti tire 


numagement: 

Month 

Attendance 

September, 1989 

24 days 

October, 1989 

23 days 

November, 1989 

26 days 

Deoaaaber, 1989 

Oidoys 

January, 1990 

17 de^ 

Fdxujixy, 1990 

14 days 

Ibtal 

109 days 


MaMgWMUf’s ocher witness Shd S. K. fttosga, tfaett 
wotkh^ M Getisral J^saager, JMMua amd Ketma Area, 
SBCL, BihMpvconnlxMlBdlito above osa^ 
managemeat’s witnsss D. Hargave. Both these 
rritniniiBi hnn*^ btm f i t y —aft fangth on behalf 
ofworiEBaaiL They latve not basnaAed a single ^piestion 
daimgtiteCTOSi uiiamiwirtimrigasdingftteconect^^ 
iimtoer ofworkmgdaysdiposodby them, ft is to belief 
here thmbofth ttw dbove wxtsesies m their lifidayite sworn 

in tiluit the copies of statutory docvmsiits reqtitted to be 

mafatainedby tite managsiMBt Re^sler, 

Account and aotwd mmiber of woridng days regim«ed 

duttngliiscaleedar yew 1989 and duri^ the oaleadar year 

1990 are Exhibit M/7 to Ex. M/9 respecttvdly on record. 

Tins evkience of the wftnewes had not been controvc^ 

on behalf of the woftmtan. TIm documeittary evidence 

oorroborates ftte oral testknoiiy of rnanagcaawft’s witnesses 
Slui D. Har^we and Sin S. IL that the worknu^ 

worked for only 109 days durii^ the period of his 
errii^oyBiemwfththeBiBwi^esQmft. Under the ptovison of 
Sec. 25^oftheI.D. Act, 1947, a workman Shan be deemed 
to be hi oonttntious service uA^r an eai^oyer for a period 
of ow year, if the woikiMMi, dorihgdie poiod 12 catena 

months preceding the date with reference to which 
calcidation is to be made, has actuafly worked under the 
employer fbr not leatthaai 190 days in die ease of workman 
en!*^ below ground in a mine. Thus die reqdirraieiit of 
tito provision rfihe Sac. 25(B) of the I. D. Act for deermng 

that the woskman has eomiaaKHi^ served with the 
e»|doywlbr apetk)d ofaiteyuar, he nnst have done work 
not less than 190 dayiin ffie case he was em^oyed bdow 
gw niwd in a and if the said re^nrewent is oonipliod 

udili,aniy 1 laredtepioviakmscfSec. 25(F) of die!. D. Act, 
1947 cone into play. In this case,-only k is proved that the 
workman wofked tdffitbe management as Badli woikman 
only fot 109 d^ b^ow ground in nuBe. Therrforc the 
proviMofSec. 25(F) of the I, D. Act, 1947 are not attracted 
in this case. 

18 . ft » adniiitedtobOlhdtopnitedHt ftte workman 
was appranled vide oedw dated 18-7-89 whidi is Exhkxt 
(Btotosmt gopias-of ryix wn^^ ft is very 

Ctewftoni the copieao fdte S w daypoiBft m eaSkftter that the 
wodantei was aftpoiafted as bodh wodrwIaMf^^ 
peftodof 90 days andttiat istoo sttt^tonmdM fttasss. 
ft is alk) etewftom dw said IstlaftdNt the wodwMui wenOd 
be gwan vocahanal Wamiiig onpiodiK^ of duty 

{ktotogpflph by die managernsek. Photostat copy of letter 
dated 15-16/1/1990 by the General Maoa^, Janwwa and 
Kotma Area to the wOTkman (Ex. P-5A4-3) reveah that die 

appointment of wwkman was ftuthw extoided for a pCTiod 

of 30 days, ft also indicates that in the meantime agreement 
had to be signed and affidavit to be sworn in and the case 
from the court of Comaaissioner, Rewais to be widulrawn. 
The Photostat copy of c^Soe ordw dated 4-9-89 Ex. P-4 
reveals that the woiknian jmned Ins dirty w.e.f 2-9-89. It is 
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also menti oned thereis that the appointment of workman or rejoinder to the statement of claim, now he cannot be 

was for a period of 90 days and after the ejq^iiy of the legally permitted to lead evidence of the fact which he 

.aforesaid f eriod, his jqapoimment shall automatically stand failed to deny in his rejoinder to the statement of claim. 

iterminate< L The Photostat copy of letter dated 17“2-90by. Against the above, management’s witnesses Shri D. 

iihc Sr. P. C ►. Govind Sub-Area to the Shift I/C, Relay R/A Hargave and Shri S. K. Juneja deposed in their affidavit 

i,Ex. P-7) c learly show that the workman was allowed to do that the appointment was given to workman Shri Mohd. 

duty from [ 7-2-90 to 24-2-90. Thus it is quite evident from Ajamuluddin because certain land measuring 4.40 acres 

the above documentary evidence that first of all, the under Khasra No. 938 situated in Village Lahsui, Teh. Kotma 

workman vas allowed to do duty for 90 days as temporary was required for mining operation. It is ftirther deposed in 

Badli worl man. It was extended for 30 days and thereafter their affidavits that it was reported to the management that 

It was fur her extended for 7 days, but his appointment the aforesaid land belongs to Shri Mohd. Idris and the land 

remained as temporary BatUi workman, meaning therd^; is under his direct possession. That Shri Mohd. Idris 

he was api ointed ten^xiraiily mui it cannot be legally held requested for giving employment to his son Shri Mohd. 

that he wa i permanently appointed as Badli workman only Ajamuluddin as land oustee for taking over the aforesaid 

l^ecausel^ worked with the management for 109daysbelow land for mining qjeration. Both the management’s witnesses 

ground ir mine. It is, therefore, concluded that the have further deposed that Shri Mohd. Idris of Lahsui village 

terminatio ti of the workman is neither hit by the provisions requested that his land No. 938 measuring 4.40 acres in 

of Sec. 25( ^ of I. D, Act, 1947 nor any clause of the standing village Lahsui be acquired for mining operation and in lieu 

orders. thereof Shri Mohd. Ajamuluddin, S/o Shri Mohd. Idris be 

provided employment against the said land, it has been 
11 The learned counsel for the management further deposed by both the witnesses that accordingly 

submitted that infact an olfor of appointment was given to workman Shri Mohd. Ajamuluddin was ^pointed for a 

the workn lan who is son of the so called owner of land further period of 30 days vide letter dated 15-16/1/90 of the 

measuring 4.40 acres under Khasra No. 938 situated in General Manager, J and K Area in consideration of land of 
Village La tisui, Teh. Kotma as land oustee for taking over Mohd. Idrjs. It has also been deposed by both the witnesses 

t he afores; lid land for mining operation. But lateron the of the management that the workman had submitted ^ 

managemc nt came to know thm the aforesaid land actually application for employment (the Photostat copy of which 

l)elongs to M/s ACC Conqiaaiy and Shn Mohd. Idris gave is Ex. M-1). This Photostat copy has been duly sworn in by 

a false inh irmation that a dispute regarding the land was both the witnesses. It has been submitted on behalf of the 

jiending w ith Commissioner, Rewa wherein Mohd. Idris workman that workman Sliri Mohd. Ajamuluddin is son of 

liad claim id for changing the ownership of the land his Mohd. Illiyas and not the son of Mohd. Idris. It has been 

name. He (imphasised that workman was terminated from specifically submitted by the learned counsel for the 

service as per stipulation in the contract of employment. workman that Mohd. Illiyas, father of workman Shri Mohd. 

The same ras been averred in the Written Statement and Ajamuluddin did not make any request to the management 

rejoinder ;o the Written Statement filed on behalf of for giving employment to this son in lieu of acquisition of 

raanagem« nt. But the above pleadings of the management his land. It is quite evident from the record that the name of 

liave not b een denied either in the statement of claim or workman’s father is Mohd. Illiyas whereas the application 
rejoinder to the statement of claim filed on behalf of has been moved for giving employment to the workman by 

workman, rather; it has been averred in the statement of Mohd. Idris. This peculiar position has been explained 

claim that the management wanted to acquire the land of during the course of evidence of ma nagement’s both the 

the father < »fworkmaa in respect cf Plot No. 938 Area 4.40 witnesses. They deposed that it may be pointed out here 

acres and to'this effect an agreement was signed. That thatthe said application of Mohd Idris for employment erf 

thereafter! y an order dated 15-1-90, the appointment order workman Shri Mohd. Ajamuluddin S/o Shri Mohd. Illiyas 

of the WOT anan was aw>rovcd by Dy. Manager, Jamuna is a very peculiar one. That in the application Shri Mohd. 

and Kotm; i area that it is also mentioned therein that an Idris has stated that the name of his son is Ajamuluddin, 

agreement has to be signed with regard to the land and the whereas at the bottom of the application, his father’s name 

case whicb was penthng before the Commissioner, Rewa is is different i.e. Mohd. Illiyas. During the course of evidence 

to be withe rawn. Thus the workman did not dare to deny in of cross examination, the workman deposed that Mohd. 

Ms rejoinc er to the statement of claim that he was given Idris is called “chacha ” (uncle) by all, meaning thereby, 

appointment because certain land .measuring 4.40 acres everybody calls him “chacha”. In the application for 
imder KM sra No. 938 situated in ‘*Mllage Lahsui, Teh. appointment of workman Shri Mohd. Idris has requested 

Kotma wi s required for mining operation. But in his that his son Mohd. Ajamuluddin be given aj^intment for 

(iffidavit, 1 he workman deposed that the management’s acquisition of his land as land oustee. It appears to be a 

assertion that he was given employment in lieu of natural phenomena that a person to whom everybody calls 

acquisitioi i of Ms land is baseless and wrong. Since the “chacha” may be calling Ms youngers as his “Beta” (Son), 

workman lias not averred the same in Ms statement of claim The above deposition made by both the wkaesses of the 





[»mi—#r3(a)] 


m 1«, 2007/<^»>iw 


manag^anent that ShriMoM. Idnamovied an vpp^Mxm. 
for the cnapioyiaeai oi woikatm MoW- Aianwilartdtn as 
land ottstee fouk corrdbOTatkm ta the PiMoMst ca^ of 
the apf^ication^vittc^ k Bxt. M-1 on wooed. The lubBiission 
that the workman’s fother Mt^d. MifM (Kdaotiatwe 

an apphcaHoA foe apfMMfoaaeaftofwoskamnasle^^ 
has no force. Besides the above, the KiotoilM oofjy of 
letter dated 15/16-1-90 by the Gca«al Manager to the 
workman (Ex. P-5/Ex. M-3 filed by l4ie parties) clearly 
indicates that the worionan was given wnployment in Men 
of acquisition of land and it is mentioned therein thM the 
agreement has to be signed and afBdaidt to be sworn in 
court and case from the Commissioner, Rewa is to be 
withdrawn. This documentary cvidcace coerdborates the 
oral evidence of management ^X3ve two witnesses that 
the workman was given temporary employment as l^d 
oustee. Both the maflage^nent witeusses deposed that it 
was reported that the land does not bdong to Mohd. Msif 
but it actually bdongs to ACC aad Stei Mohd. Idas garse 
false information r^^(fisig his owoendnp mid foe cfosjpiMc 
regaiding foe land wassi»pCTdiagwifo 1 imCi xwM i wi(wy 
Rewa where Slui Mohd SdRS hadctaBaediv GiKMii^ 
ownership of land in has nmne. Thm in 1995, Cofieelor 
Shahdol to decided foe cadeand d toi ee d that foe M 


.. have beesi Meejhyfoe wortrs —tninitaiefoit iris mm 
wwspaiMetohy foeEaaipkyitodEtoan^B, tetei; foe 

efiMt.liat he iws sectoMd ator to to wtor oaMHlte 
pitodtosMMiym The above stoiiaifo M Made by the 
kasiied cosMsd- fot tow mngmmai hatfocee. 

13. ft to been tonto dby foe toned cMast for 

the tnaiiu^aiM foat to wodtaM ww given esiitom^ 

against accpiiaition of land by the GovmuMant (rf'India for 

mmwg purpose Ixit foe said land did not bel on g to 
Shri M<fod. Idris who had moved application for foe 

en^iloymeat of foe wodeman, thMefoce on this ground, the 

wofomaa is not ^titled to claim for emsiloymeiit. Hs 

emphatod fom a p«m who appioacto to tdbnnai or 

the coiot for gnmt of relief must come w^ dean hands 
and in tUs case, foe wenkman to not ooms with daan 
hands, rather; management has been deceived as 
Kfofad. Idem gave toe htotom to to landintpesto 
baktod to toi to oanaafoiafor to wertoan ia not 
etoadloaaytoef 

H. Ato hato^ctoitond toqr aaiMt oito enae 
aa dtonto them, k is eotoato to to adaon of to 
nsfMnirnmfTMt in tentoing to samoM of wotoSHi 


Ihe right of Mohd. Ifois is corned on the land. The 
management has filed the Photbstat copy of order datod 
31-8-95 passfid in case No. in to case of 

Western Cod Fidds liatod^ l^cto to) Am foKtotSdb- 

Area Manager, WCL, Kotma area, Dktt i^uhdol, MP vosns 
Mohd. Idris. This Photostat cc^ oi the order has been 
(kdy swornm by h0fo tomasMgeatok ntoessea in foeh 
affidavits. This documemary evidence comfoorates the 
oral (tomoay of both the witneaes atoioned above. 

12 . h tt, therefose, oenchKled tot to wofomen m 
tecmiaaledfEOmto se rv tons psr fo pnh a tofotof ^^ 
ofesE^c^meat. Both to mroagento’s ws tuen es s l a rthar 
deposed in thdr affidavits foal into ^fidavit Mbniitted 
by workman, he has mailed that his naaM was qjonsorad 
by' to Empfoymeat Exchange, Dn il artoh e watMcnited ^ 
after due interview, which.it far from to tot That hi to 
case of employment ctf amy person whose niaa» ti 
i^xmscmed by to gapto y me n t e n c few i ^ , info s iado h of 
interview/l^ is scan to to sad to ilto 

Government too. That in the case of Shrt hibfod. 
AJamuluddin, dds is not coiToct. Had hk name spoimored 
b>'to Emptoysnern Exchange to hkfiitow sad toselecnion, 
the workman should have tnodaced the empioymmk 
exchange card and sponsored letter issued by tlte 
employment officer. That when a person is interviewed 
;^ainst to name ^nsored by to ^upfoyment Exchan^, 
he is issued a» iatervisw letter for appeasing in to tost and' 

imknatkxi to thk is also seat to foe ^nploynieat Exchaa^ 

and to Coftector. h has beca fobMktod by foe foarnsl 


w«Lf. 25-2-iMklaefotolinBiltodnadlMkk0teatosd 
to any r«M»f. Having conskkrnd foa to aaei 
ci r c w BS tMiccs of to eamy 1 am Of foa viiM tot foa 
reference deewves to be aasweiad in fevow ^ to 
management hnd agasaat the woshnsna wkh' eoMS. 
CoBseqaeady to mto ine t k aanweMd ia iiMMr cf to 
manngmnem and agaito to woiknum Sfaii Mohd. 
>^aw4uddki with extoandkk hsieby haldto toacito 
of foe GmaralMniMgsr .Tiiiiiaai iSMllfiniann Akm of S. E. 
C. Ltd. FO Jamuna Co^eiy, Distt. Shahdol in 


af<lof«dao£dhefy w.e.f. 25-2-1990iBl 


Itonsy sfiiaf 


indfo^Mator ofl^^ 

■'mm iTdE—iw (tw 
for 14 ) kl m 17 % n^aw % fofofo foifoN mo 

im% uMkiJi fo m liih ffoi nfo fokofoh fo^, 

91^ Fkfoz khrnm fmm ^ fonN wmm, sliito 
ntoM1, nfoto %fonre (tot ton 27/2002) nl 
Tmfolnr kwt t, fo torn # 17-OS-2007 ^ nw 
fan nr I 

[fo. to2aoia/i47/i9»-kfo to ) 1 
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Ho«K)«r*^lc High Co«it of Bonbejr ia mH pedlioa 
No.3050 of 2004. Tlic taoli of wfew aot ghwi ia ^ 
schedule aiCM fohowt: 

"^Wbethtf iIk TiiBipoct and i>0Gk ^fedoert Ihivli 
jnaified in demaoduig ngidanzatka of the aend^ 
of die contractor wofkaMa working at JalfBon, 

S i n iiaH ^ ng andAhnaBdnagaragpc u n t in cjn woriaiKB 
of Fa ? If not, to what idief the wodawn aae 
entidedr 

2. The dispnte is being raiped by tSto TrantiKJit and 

Dock Worker’s Umon (for short Union) and die staPHMit 
of claim has been filed on 2-7-2003 by the Secrete iyo^ 
Union. The dispute is with respect to die employoes waikiiig 
at Jalgawiaad Shriraa^ dqpots oftheFood Corporation 
of India (for shwt R C. I.), which is a Governraent 

\uKiertaking mcoipoiated under the F. C. 1. Act 

3. In view (SF the demand raised by the Union lix 

abolition of Contract Labour System throagh the Central 
Advisory Board constituted uiHter the Coirtrart Labour 
(R and A) Act 1970, the Government of India, MimsOy of 
Labour, in exercise of its power under Section 10(1) cf ^ 
Act issued a notification dated 26-3-1991 de cl a rin g abohtion 
of Contract Labour System in the depots of Shnran^w 
and Jalgaon as a result of which these workmen workmg 
on the aforesaid depots were to be absorbed as pennanaX 
employees. The F. C. I. at its most of the depots in 
Maharashtra like Mnnibai, Manmad, Pune, Panvel Waidha 
etc. abolished contract labour systemby direct negotiatkios 
between the Union and the FCi and made permanent a!l the 
employees. Tl» workmen under the refermCe were initially 
appointed as contract labour but sometimes in 1991 

in view of a settlement after negotiations with tte P. C. I. 
the workmen working at Jalgaon and Shrirampur dq)ots 
organized their labour force through Labour Co-opmrative 
Society and worked as suchthrou^ Co-(per^ive Societies 
up to April 1995. The E C. I, in vieW of abilateral negotiation 
agreed to pay wages and allowaiices equal to the 
permanent workmen in May 1995. The Union enqAasizwl 
the F. C . I. to mfke the workmen under refeenoepeummeat 
and for it ajproached the Regwsad Uboor C omm i rai^ ef 
(Central), Mmnbai but failed. Aceordhigly the writ petition 
No. 1806 of 1993 was filed beftxe the HoaouraWe High 
Court of Boafoay in which an order was passed in favour 
of the workmen to grant consequential benefits of 
permanent workers. The F. C. I. a^ealed before the 
Honourable High Court vide S. L. P. (Civil) No. 16122 to 31 

of 1998 which was disposed pf in fevour of F. C. I. in view 
of the judgement of Steel Authority (rf India v/$. National 
Union Water Front Workers. Taking advantage of this 
judgement the F. €. I. stopped payment of wages equal to 
permanent worker and introduced its own Direct Payment 
System'CD. P. S.) w.e.f. 26 - 11 - 2001 . The woiikDrenpeifoimcd 
the same and similar type of work at pax with the wwk 
performed by the permanent dqartmciital workers and the 


CoM a thMtiiy, ti» trait 


CmtmnAmmo±T1mi 
i tibiiM tt a d to Hm Qmm 

ptoiilQiNe.K150of2CIQ2 


icpoit toifoe CeraratGorarararaMt for Ma t i n g 


of htigaon Depot and 85 wnsliwM M.>aMMngtor Pspot 

Iwve been woddf^ for tkw laM Btora liMn 20 ynara wMi 

F. C. 1. wi&mrtanqrbfrakmittal^toron^ 

and then torottgh Co-operative Society and lastly difectiy 

im/fer the coaiKd of the F. C. 1. muter Diiect P^tyment 

Hence, tite wodmranaraentiited tobeieptiarized 

w.c.f 26-3-1991. 

4 . The wr^ten stoienieMt hrabean filed by file F. C. I. 
cai22^-4003 andhhasbeenaBegedtontF. C. I. isaStranoiy 
Coip(xati<m set tq) under the proviaieBS^. C. I. Atft 1064 
mid the Cmportoten acto on baiMir <tf1lM Governenint of 
bidift for perfornting various op raa tfos to t M to ue t ed to it by 
the OovernsBent mptiUictolerest lyce proeuring, storh^, 


Public Distributioii System and other sehmnes of the 
Govemiaeitt. The wc^men under refer e n ce had been 

gn|rioyedm!idracoBtoutoionofwf wkraa n d whenreq^^ 

throu^ contractors and subscq«M«lly thran|^ Co¬ 


tire settled legal positiem as knd down 1^ the Ap^ Court. 
kteoomeBdedtlmtthertdtefrfre sitlw the aesvioeof 

the workmen tinh too retrp^rectrt^ 

26-3-1991 would mapose heavy finaBGudltertden on F. C. L 
mid hence the relirf may be r^iaed. In ^ view erf the 
Bunter, theE C. I. dOes not wwh tp file the praateteerep^ 
to tire ^tenreat of claim. 


ContractLalxxramothratteprfitjyfire C. I. andtenvmg 


6. TIreUftkm fBedfireaf&tavhof ShriTukmamPiia^ 
Sonawane and Mr. Steiram Jyotirmn Suravade in liea of 
their exaiMBation in chief. The F. C. I. ffled tiicafiBdavit erf 
Shii >^tTmKram ^avsar aadShji Sadashiv Gawd in lieu 
of tireir exaraiiiatkm in dhief. 

7. Mr. SoDavmire.has stated m ha crass examm 


oC tranopDstotkm, loading, uatoadiag, stocking of firad- 
^ains ato. They are getting wages tteoogh DiiBctPayment 
sBat the ahnlition c£ Cmfiiact Labmzr System. He 
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itated tiM''it if the niHie Of ii*Dfk ef ti^ 

er fcAMMii«nwiw chMged It if ti^ 
HKkr KiHWoe aw wdwng givca the benefits 
CA, Xfaflirrt ■■iainfOTiiif ndotobettefkti 
penB u e nt mstkmm. Lowest categoiy of 
rattees if the Loedcr aad Godown Ma 2 (k>or. 
tiM wodc of lofteg sfd wkMdnf. Godown 
M the wofk of ckaihaf the godown and food- 
aghis tetKoe, M were 53 kMders 

vnMazdoors. AAofllMw<»kiMderc(:»fract 
owft tiMir society aad now DPS system, 
w timt F. C. I. has aeC Mod any document to 
ioaship mbetwees F. C. I. and society. DPS 
I Ibont Ficwwhbcr 2001. All die workers under 
reference arf gett^ wages from F. C. I. under D. P. S. But 
they are not getfidg the benefit of penaimeat woxluaen.” 

Gamd achnitted in his cross-examiaalioR timt 
n under reference are gettmg wages under 
womid 2003. h istnmdiatfiom the introducticni 
kere is no intermediary contract or society fin* 
wages. The wages of the workmen are not 
point d Inne and whatever is paid to th^n, 
wages as fixed by the F. C. I. He has also 
t it is trnefiut the ctuitrcd ofthe workers under 
now wtth the F. C. 1. The leave records are 
y F. C. I. and in case of absenteeism the wages 
by the F. C. 1. The sufterviaon cf the workmmr 
e F. C. I. 'Hiere is dtffhrence m the wagies and 
ktioM wish fiM pemaneot workmen. 

ivf he«d lemned oomad Ibr the parties 
QH^ the leooid. 

i a perueal of the evidoiioe on record, the 
LefMxgMMlhatF. C. I. hat not made a specific 
fects afiegddin the shNement of daim. The 
Rienit filed by the F. C. I. isvery short and the 
ion whkh has bean raised therein is to the 
ejTO tkinw i hamnonamed to aiaim for 
a paiatyofhanrfhi HBiBiiifi.top«ramaeat 
view of the aettind^ifihl’pctthaon. Fnilhf»» it 
ged iiMhnmsiMifcMnanit dm ^ gnat at 


26>3-1991 wirnkleanmgtnat fiMMtaibu^ on the 

odF. C. I. 

s tacts ai^ not in nmeh dispute. It appears to 
position that fire workmen under reference 
>rking with F. C. I. for the last more than 20 
ivere initially enjoyed through contractors 
tentiy through Co-(^)erative Societies and 
re now unefer Direct Paymeik System since 
^ admitted position tlmt the wenkmen are now 
ect superviaon of the Management of F. C. I. 
ant of leave benefits etc. or liable to any 
iction. There is no int^me^ary since 2001 in 
. I. and tile wotinaeR. Eatire service record is 
>y F. C. I. Tire w^hs are paid by the F. C. 1. 


Meetly to fine workmen. The service is continnous withom 
any bredc Iot a day. They are getting the wa^ at par with 
the permanent workmen but not ^tting the ben^ts like 
HRA, CCA, Medical reimbursement mid other benefits 
anrailable to permanent workmen; The workers involved 
are 79 at l^gaofi and S5 at Shiiran^mr Depot. Utoy are 
doing the work of loading, imloading. The nature of the 
work is perenmal. If also ^ipears to be achmtted position 
tint CNcepC tltese wcxkmen no othm wmkmmi is working 
with F. C. I. at its D^ots either on coottact basis or as 
casual labourer or under Direct Payment System. R sqipears 
to be admitted position that after abolition of contract 
kfoom, ah other casual workers working at other d^x)ts in 
the State of Maharashtra had beeii absorbed in sendee by 
F. C. I. The cafily exception is there with reject to the 
worianen under reference at Jalgaon and ShriianqHff depots. 
It appears that these workmen were also likely to be 
absorbed in service but for the judgement of Steel Authority 
of India, the F. C. I. bargained with the workmen and made 
them agreeable after negotiations to work under Direct 
Payment System. Keeping the workman for the work of 
perennial nature for a long period without any Ine^ under 
Direct Foment System implies that F. C. I., has, in principle, 
accepted the workmen as its employees. There aj^jears to 
be no dilute of relationship of EnQ)loycr and Employees. 
It is not thejcase in which the workmen are working under 
any contract which is to be unveiled by the Court to 
ascertain to true spirit behind it and its camouflages. It is 
not a case in which the F. C. I. has conK forwmrd-th£rt the 
workmen have been kept for a short period or with 
intermittent breaks. There is no evidence to show that the 
workmen have been kept-for a fixed period fin a particular 
purpose aixi the employment woidd come to an end by 
afflux of time or by the fulfilm^t of the purpose for which 
they were being employed. It is not a case in which the 
F. C. I. has come forward that there are no sanctioned post 
or that the appointment is against the rules or that the 

E. C. I. is inclined to make a recruitment in future in 
accordance with rules and regulatiofis. It is true that the 

F. C. 1.» a Government Undtertakhig and the recruitment 
msit be made in accordance with rules fl|«d regulatUms 
but it (toes neither it is done nor F. 'C. I. ^jpears to be in a 
mood to recruit so in future. 

12 . In view of the law laid down by the Apex Court in 
the case of Secretary, State of Karnataka Vs. Uma Devi II 
LLJ SC 722 and Indian Drugs and Pharmaceuticals Ltd. 
20071CLR 48 the casual/daily rated work^s in Government 
and Local Bodies are held to be not entitled to relief of 
absorption in a regular service or parity of pay with regular 
employees but can be allowed to compete waiving age 
restrictions and giving weightage for their past work as 
and when sanctioned post filled by the Department. The 
rules of recruitment cannot be relaxed and no direction of 
regularization of temporary appointee de horse the rules or 
for continu^on in service can be given. 
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, 13. Xt»elenia^ o(»9^t^^^^^ 

' AMmiiaff nf fi *Miag% W 

Ai!R1^5 (Sie) ASDse«lfill&fc^. 

Union of India; 1W5H’LU339 (SC)Parini^^taHdta 
Raha and GMhers Vs. Life InsariBCC Ck>rpora^^ 
India; 1997 (I) LLR 292 (156) Air India Statutoiy 
Corporation Vs. United Labour Unian; 26061LLJ 
1050 (SG) Railway Pared and Goods Handling 
Mazdoor Union Vs. Union of India; 2000 (87) FLR7 
(SC) G. B. Pant University of Agriculture and 
Techndogy Vs. State (rfUttar PrsKiesh; 2003 (3) CLR 
188 (SC) B. H. E. L. Vs. State of Uttar Pradesh; 20041 
CLR 81 (SC) Ramsingh Vs. Union Territory 
Chandigarh; 2006 (2) LLN 23 (SC) workmen of 
Bhurknnda Colliery of Gdriedi Goal Fields and 
emphasized that these aie the caaH mi’vrinek the 
Honourable Supreme Court issued orders/ ^r 
regularization. 

14. Keeping in mind the settled legd position and 
peculiar facts and circumstances of the present case noted 
above, I feel that the workmen imder wference working 
under direct control of F. C. L and having the payment of 
wages under Direct Payment System be regularized for the 
primary obvious reason that the F. C. I. has already td«oibed 
such odier workmen working at o&er depots and workmen 
under reference onfy have been left out. There should be 
no discrimination amongst the workmen working under 
the same terms and conditiems. However, the regi ilarizario n 
with retrospective effect i.e. March 1991 does not appear 
to be equilsbli. However, I feci that they deserve to be 
regularized feom the date of publication (tf the ihward. 

15. An Award is made aocos^ngly. 

Jostice GHAHSHYAM DASS, Preside Officer 
17 2007 

mm, 17 ^,—#17 (w? 

14) nft 17 % % 

32/1996) ^ 

17-5-2007 I . 

^22012/553/1995-'3n^ (#-11) ] 

3)MK #5, 3Tf^«?>iO 

1»fet^Delhi, the 17th May, 2007 

S.O. 1747.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 32/1996) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-L^)our 
Court, Asansol as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial 
Dispute between the employers in relation of the 


nwagement of ECL and their worla|ien, which was received 
by the Ceikiai‘‘Goverffiiicnt on 17-5-2067i 

[No. L-220l2/553/1995-IR(C-II)] 
AJAY KUMAR GAUR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVT. INDUSTRIAL 
'^|5pfNA*-,CTJM-LA^ 

ASANSOL 

Present: 

SrlMd. Sartoz Khan, Presiding Officer 
i^REN CE No. 32 of ms 

fAXHES: 

The Agent, 

SamlaKendra Colliery of E.CL., 
PandaveshwaTfliisdwan 

Vrs. 

The Goicral Sccietary, 

Co^iy Mazdoor 
GTRoad, 

Asm»K)l, Burdwan 

BEPHESI2f!ATWE5: 

For the Management ; Sri P.K. Baneijee, Advocate 
FOTtheUnimfWBEkmia) : SriN. Gai^y, Advoc^Ci 
Industry: Coal State: Wert Bengal 

Dated: 7-2-2007 

dlWARD 

In exeibRIbofpbs^ conferred b^ (d) of Sr*- 

^fcetion (1) and Sub-se€(d«i 2 (A) of Sectieii 10 of the 
ladirtTial Disunites Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), Govt, of bidia 
through the Ministry ofLabewa: vide its Letter No. L-2261^ 
S83^-£R(C-ID dated 21-8^96 has beau leased to refer the 
following dispute for adjudicatioR by TriMtejlrt. 

SCHEDULE 

^'dismiss oixfer of the managMnent of 

StenlaKeadnCclhMy under Pandaves^warArea^ 
M/S ECL in respert of Sh. Mahftar Dfaangac, M^diag 
Engine Operator is justified ? If not, what relief dw 
workman is eatftled to T 

After having received the Order No. L-22012/553/95- 
IR (C-n) dated 21-8-96 of the said reference from the Govt, 
(rfindia. Ministry of Labour, New Ddhi, for adjudication of 
the dispute, a reference case No. 32 of 1996 was registered 
on 27-8-96 and accordingly an order to that effect was 
passed to issue notices to the respective parties through 
the registered post directing them to appear in the.court on 
the date fixed and to file their written statements along with 


2646GI/07—12 
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the releva it documents and a list of witnesses in support 
of their ch ims. In pursuance of the said order notices were 
issued to tl le parties concerned through the registered post. 
Sri N. Ganguly, Advocate and Sri P. Baneijee, Advocate 
appeared in the Court to represent the union and the 
management respectively and filed their written statement 
in support of their respective claim. 

Froi 1 perusal of the record it transpires that the case 
was fixed f ir final hearing and both the parties were directed 
to come re ady for argument. It further transpires that the 
union in s] )ite of direction failed to appear in the court on 
18-10-06,12-12-06 and07-02-07for final argument. It appears 
that the un on is not interested to pursue the record. Neither 
the union nor its lawyer or the workman concerned 
appeared in the court to take any suitable steps. In such 
circumstar ce it is not advisable to keep the record pending 
any more for appearance of the union in order to take 
suitable stisps. As such it is hereby 

ORimCED 

that let a “ Mo dispute Award” be and the same is passed. 
Send the cc pies of the award to the Govt, of India, Ministry 
of labour, Mew Delhi for information and needful. The 
reference is accordingly disposed of 

I MD. SARFAR Z KHAN, Presiding Officer 
172007 
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New Delhi, the 17th'May, 2007 

S.O. 1748.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial ] disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Govemmeiit hereby publishes the award (Ref No. 411/ 
2001 ) of Xh Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
L abour Coi rt, Bhubaneswar as shown in the Annexure in 
the Industri al Dispute between the employers in relation of 
tlie manag( ment of MCL and their workmen, which was 
received byjthe Central Govenunent on 17-5-2007. 

[No. L-22012/334/2000-IR(C-n)] 
AJAY KUMAR GAUR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BE^RE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT 
BHUBANESWAR 


PRESENT} 

Shri 

can 


N.K.R. Mohapatra, Presiding Officer 
T.-cum-Labour Court, Bhubaneswar 


Industrial Dispute Case No. 411/2001 
Date of Passing Award—12th April, 2007 
BETWEEN: 

The Management of the Project Officer, 

Hingula OCP of MCL, PO. Dera Colliery, 

Distt. Angul-759 103 

... 1st Party-M anagement 

AND 

Their Workmen, represented through the 
General Secretaiy; 

Hingula Colliery Mazdoor Sabha, 

NSN, Bharatpur Colliery, 

PO. South Balanda, 

Distt. Angul-759 103 

... 2nd Party-Union 

APPEARANCES: 

Shri M. Suresh Rao. : For the 1 st Party- 

Authorised Representative Management 

ShriBiranchiNarayanPani ; For the 2nd Party- 

Management 

AWARD 

The Government of India in the Ministry of labour, in 
exercise of Powers conferred by Clause (d) of sub-section 
(1) and sub-section 2 (a) of Section 10 of the Industrial 
Disputes Acf 1947 (14 of 1947) have referred the following 
dispute for adjudication vide their Order No. L-22012/3 34/ 
2000-IR(C-U), dated 14-6-2001: 

SCHEDULE 

'‘Whether the action of the Management of Hingula 
OCP ofMCL by transferring Shri Nidhi Samal, Dumper 
Operator and Sh. Satananda Bhutia, Dunq^er Operator 
is a violation of Para—21.1 of the Certified Standing 
Order of MCL ? If so, what relief the workmen are 
entitled to ?” 

2. T^e Management of Mahanadi Coal Fields Limited 
is primarily engaged in mining and selling of coal in the 
State of Orissa. Hingula O.C.P. under Hingula Area and 
Jagannath Area are it other establishments besides other. 
Admittedly the disputant-wnrkman namely Shri Nidhi Samal 
and Sayananda Bhutia, the two Dumper Operators of 
Hingula O.C.P. were transferred to Jagannath Area vide 
order No. 576, dated 5-8-2000 of the General Manager 
(A & R) M.C.L. and vide order No. 387, dated 9-8-2000 of 
the General Manager Hingula Area they were ordered to 
be relieved on 11-8-2000 so as to enable them to join in 
their new place of appointments in their existing grade/ 
capacity. The moment the above relive order was passed 
on 9-9-2000 both the workmen remained on sick leave and 
after raising an Industrial dispute before the R.L. C. (C) 
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through the present Union known as Hingula Colliery 
Mazdoor Sabha reported for duty in their former place of 
work at Hingula on 12-9-2000 and on 13-9-2000joined in 
Jagannjith area as per the relieve order dated 9-8-2000. It is 
alleged by the Union that, the management was carrying a 
partition attitude towards different trade Unions and 
therefore these workers were transferred vindictively as 
they were belonging to their Union. It is further alleged 
that before transferring these workmen they were not issued 
with any 14 days clear notice as required under order 21.1 
of tlie o^rtified standing order of the conq>ai!y and therefore 
the said order of their transfer is an illegally on the part of 
the Management. 

3. The Management on the other hand have averred 
in nut-shell that the transfer of the workman being on the 
ground of emergency no such advance notice was required 
as prescribes under Order 21.1 of the Standing Ord^. At 
another stage of their counter it is contended that the 
transfer was effected on the ground of exigency of work, 
and therefore the Management was not required to give in 
writing the reasons of transfer along with the transfer rarder 
as claimed by the Union. While challenging the locus standi 
of the union it is further contended by the management 
(hat the workmen were never the members of the Union in 
question and therefore the later had no justification to raise 
a dispute before the R.L.C. (C). Though there was no ill 
motive of the Management behind such transfer order, the 
Union in question raised an Industrial Dispute 
unnecessarily just to come to prominence even though the 
workmen had never authorized it to agitate their cause 
before the R.L.C. (C). In nutshell it is claimed by the 
management that the order of transfer was validly passed 
and needs no interference by the Tribunal. 

4. On the basis of above pleadings of the parties the 
following three issues were framed. 

ISSUES 

1. Whether the reference is maintain^le ? 

2. Whether the action of the management of 
Hingula O.C.P. ofM.C.L. by transferring Shri 
Nidhi Samal, Dumper Operator and Shri 
Satyananda Bhutia, Dumper Operator is 
violative of Para 21.1 of the Ceitifi^ Standing 
Order of MCL? 

3. If so, to what relief the workmen are entitled ? 

5. One witness each has been examined by the parties 
besides producing some documents. 

ISSUE NO. I 

(). This issue having not been pressed into service 
sincerely it needs no answer. 

ISSUEN0.2 

7. The main contention of the parties being about 
the validity of the Transfer order issued to the workman it 


is profitable to quote the relevant portion of the Standing 
Ordo* as admittedly applictdde to these workmen. 

Order 21.1: Workman nuy be transferred due to the 

exigencies ofwoikffcBn one station to another.. 

.and provided further that (i) 

Excq>t in case of emergency, minimum notice of two we^ 
is given on such transfer and (ii) reasonablejoiaingtime is 
allowed in case of transfer fiiom one station to another. 

8 . From the td^ove provision ofthe Standing Order 
it is clear that in case of emergency a person can be 
transferred from one jcb to another job of similar nature 
without any advance notice being given to him. But in 
case of other transfer minimum notice of two week is to be 
given in advance if such transfer is made on the ground of 
exigency of work. 

9. Ext.-D is the order of transfer dated ^-8-2000 
issued by the Head OfiBce of M.C.L. and Ext,-C is the 
relieving order dated 9-8-2000 issued by the General 
Manager of Hingula Area, where the woikmen were woiking. 
In his evidence the management ^tness, the Supervisor 
of Mines of Hingula Area, states that the transfer of the 
workmen was not made on the ground of emergency but it 
was'made on ground of exigency and there being no change 
in the nature of their job by this transfer no option of the 
workmen was needed to be asked before effecting their 
transfer. He further states that when the transfer order came 
from the head office both the workmen went on medical 
leave from 9-8-2000 for about one month and after returning 
from leave on 15-9-2000 they protested against their transfer 
but however joined in their new place of posting on 
13-9-2000 It is admitted by the Union that these workmen 
after availing leave reported for duty on 12-9-2000 and on 
13-9-2000 they joined in their new place of posting on the 
basis of relieve order dated 9-8-2000 (Ex.-C). During cross 
examination the workmen Satyananda Bhutia, the sole 
witness examined on behalf of the Union, admitted that by 
the above transfer any of their service conditions were not 
changed. He further says that after his above transfer to 
Jagannath Area he was promoted to Grade-C/G rade-ll in 
the post of Dunqia: Operator. 

10. The transfer order Ext.-D issued by the head 
office ofM.C.L. shows that along with these two workmen 
another Dumper Operator Srichandan Sahu of Jagannath 
Area also transferred in the same order. If its transfer order 
is examined along with the facts discussed in the previous 
Para it would indicate that the above order of transfer was 
made in due course on the ground of exigency of work as 
contended by the management Witness. 

11. Ext.-D is the transfer order dated 5-8-2000. ExL-C 
is the relieve order dated 9-8-2000 and Ext.-B is the office 
order of Jagannath Area intimating to its higher authority 
the fact of joining of these workmen in their place of transfer. 
A close scrutiny crf'Ext.-D and C indicates that no specific 
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dlate was prescribed in any of these letters suggesting a 
joining dah. £xt.-B indicates that when the workman joined 
in their new assignment about months after the relieve 
order, no «idverse view of their late joining was taken. 
'Fherefore i a such circumstances, when the workmen were 
never askei I to join in their new assignment on or before a 
particular (ate, the order of transfer can itself be construed 
as an advanice notice of their transfer as required under 
Standing C >rder 21.1. Had the management suggested a 
joining dat j within 14 days of the issuance of the transfer 
order or rel ev'c order, the matter would have been different 
and central li' to the proviaons of Order 21.1 of the Standing 
Order. 


LEST OF EXfflBITS ON BEHALF OF THE 
2nd PARTY-WORKMAN 

ExL-1 : Copy of the letter of the General Secretary, Hingula 
Colliery Mazdoor Sabha dated 16-8-2000 
addressed to the A.L.C.,(C) Bhubaneswar. 

Bit -2 ; Copy ofthe letter of ShriSatyanandaBhutia, dated 
12-9-2000 addressed to the Personnel Officer, 
Hingula Area. 

^-3 : Copy of the letter of Shri Nidhi Samal, dated 12-9- 
2000 , addressed to the Senior Persoimel Officer, 
Hingula Area. 


12. lixt.-l shows that the Union in question was 
registered (m 30-6-2000 i.e. about two months before the 
dispute waj raised before the Labour Enforcement Agency. 
E.\t.-E is a etterdated 3-1-2000 ofthe workmen(W.W.-l) 
authorizing the management to deduct from his pay bill the 
nionthly membership fees payable to his Union Talcher 
Koila Khar i Mazdoor Sangh. During cross examination he 
admits to hi ive had not withdrawn his above authorization 
by the time the present dispute was raised by the Union in 
question, si iggesting thereby that he was not a member of 
the Union i n question by the time the dispute was raised. 
T herefore I he allegation of the Union that the workmen 
v\ ere transf jrred \ indictively as th^ were its members can 
not be belie ved without a pinch of salt. When no specific 
joining dati; was given to these workmen they could have 
joined in th ;ir new assignment after avaihng transit as per 
the compar y's rule and therefore there was absolutely no 
jiistificaiior for a Union of two months old to raise a dispute 
w ith a strike notice immediately after such transfer order 
was passed, The hastiness with which it is done makes 
one believe that the intention of the Union behind raising 
the dispute vvas purely to capture the field by keeping the 
Manageniiint under its thumb. Therefore in these 
ciircumslanxs it is held that the order of transfer or the 
action of th d Management in issuing such order does not 
suffer from my legal infirmities. 

ISSUE NOj3 


LEST OF EXHIBrrS ON BEHALF OF THE 
1 st PARTY-MANAGEMENT 

ExL-A ; Office Orders and Standing Orders of MCL. 

Exl-B ; Office Order No. 15505 dated 14-9-2000 of Dy. 
Chief Personnel, Manager, Jagamiath Aaea, o6 
MCL. 

Ekl-C : Office Order No. 3 87, dated 9-8-2000 ofthe Senior 
Personnel Officer, Hingula Area of MCL. 

ExL-D : Office Order No. 576, dated 5-8-2000 of Shri S.P. 
Singh, General Secretaty^ General Manner MCL, 

: Copy of the authorization of the disputant to 
TMchcr KoUa Khani Mardoor Sangh. 

Bd.4F ; Certified Standing Orders in respect of South 
Eastern Coal Fields Limited/Mahanadi Ceal Fiekis 
Limited. 
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13. Li view of the discussions made under Issue 
No. 2 the w irkmen are not entitled for any relief. 

14. / Lccordingly the reference is answered. 

Dictated and Corrected by me. 

N.K.R. MOHAPATRA, Presiding Officer. 

LIST OF >VffTNESSES EXAMINED ON BEHALF OF 
THEWORia^ 

Workman Witness No. 1—The workman Himself 
Sliri Satyananda Bhutia. 

LiST OF >m'NESSES EXAMINK) ON BEHALF OF 
THE MANAGEMENT 

Managemei it Witness No. 1—Shri S.K.H. Kliadri. 


[33. Tr^-22012/592/1994-'3!diailT (#-II)3 

New Delhi, the 17th May, 2007 

S.O. 1749.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref No. 101/ 
1995) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Jabalpur as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relaton of the 
Management of CMPDIL and their workmen, which was 
received by the Central Government on 17-5-2007. 

[No. L-22012/592/1994-IR(C-II)l 
AJ AY KUM^R GAUR, Desk Officer 









'ANNExmae 

BO€ilE THE CENTRA!^ 

awsf^oAL isravNAixTJM-LABOi^ eoevt; 

JASALPVit 

}k>,CG^nxmm05 

Shri CM. Sin^, Presidiag Offico: 

The General Secietaiy, 

K.M.S.(UTUCX. 

RO. Dhaj^Hui, 

Shahdol , ^ 

Versus 


to exigencies of work in Bym, scxiie k)cal U^bontl wen 




The Regtonai 0ii^^ 

CMPDIL, 

M.V Market, 

Bjla^j!ar(MP) •. ■ 

Passed mS^i26th:da^ ciJi$fi0-29Ol 

1 . The Go^eiiutMiit of ^dh, Nfiilfilif of bdKiii till 
its Notification No. L-mi2/592/94-Ht€-n dated 26-5-95 
has refened the foUowing dispute for ac^^caiiotthy tlte 
tribunal: 

'Whether the action of Regional Director, Central 
Mine Planning and Design Instiliit&Ltd. fiila^iQr in 
not giving employmein to Slui Mahendra Pral^ 
at CMPDIL Bijuri Camp w.e.f 1-9-92 in the same 
capacity he was em^oyed in the year 1988 is legal and 


2. The case of woikmw Sfiri M'(iM^jidra^^'Sjt^lp ht 
brief is as follows. That he was employed as Categoiy-I 
labour with CMPDI Ltd. at can^ Bqnri since 27-12-87. Tte 
officer incharge, CMPDIL, Bijuri can^ ceased him to work 
from September-1988. The workman raised an industrial 
dispute before ALC(C), Shahdd which ended in setflement 
to the effect that workman Shri Mahemba Pratap will be le- 
empl oyed at CN5*Di Ltd. Camp Bijuri as casual labour in 
the same capacity in which he was enqjloyed during the 
year 1988. The workman approached the management for 
giving him re-employment as per terms rf settlen^t. The 
management asked him to sign a conditicmal agreement 
which he refused to sign. Oi it, the CMPDfLtd. did not re¬ 
employ him. Therefore UTUCUrikm again raised industii^ 
dispute before Additional Labour Commissioner (C) but 
the concUiation felled. The CMPDIL committed an offence 
by not complying with the settlement reached before ALC 
(C) Shahdol. The workman/Union has prayed that as per 
settlement dated 1-9-92, he maybe re-employed with wages. 

3. The management in order to comnt the R^MOMS 
filed tlieir Written Statement. Their case in brief is as ft^ows. 
The CMPDIL, RI-V, Bilaspur was established in 1986. The 
CMPDIL, Bilaspur is having a exploration carrq) at Bijuri 


on dafy wages. However after 1988, no such c^uat labrwB 
were enga^ in Biyiai camp due to posting of rigBi m r 
woskmeiL Shri Nteheadni Pintap was ea^iged on canal 
nature of jobs cm (xmtract basis/dafty wages and against 
leave vacancies in the year 1988. He was engaged tor the 
first tane on 12-4-88 and finm time to fime he was engaged 
on casual nature eff jobs upto Septesiber-1988. Ifis total 
ntgagemeat during the pei^asper manageme nt's record 
wasonly 93 days. Howev^wifii ria posting on transfa: of 

were di^iensed with in Sept!»id}q:-1988. Thaaudkworicdf 
CMPD& is to drill boreholes tor wMch (fcfil mactHnesare 
shifted^in one borehole pcni^ to {mother. Beftbe mev^ 
to new borehole point, sinnps are to be ^ig tor storing 
water required for driffing, ^jproairii to the site are to be 
leveled and semtetintes timibs anid%Q^ffis are also to be 
cutto ^lebtethe^iUniachiaes, vehicles, iBfin and Biatniiri 


are casual m aze rione oo^^c a^ 

payntents a» ^ mmnaaemeiti basis, 

w(^kmen. In tto^seitii^aad bi^asB ^hahdoi 

30-7-92, managenteiit h^ agreed to eiiqdoy Shri Mafaeadta 
Pratap as a casual labour in the same capacity he- was 
employed during the year 1988 and both parties were to 


settletnent i.e. by 29-8-92. Shri Mahendra Pratap did itot 


the office oftheOiicerlBBharge, Bipni tor woik on31-8-92. 
He was informed 1^ OIC, Bijmi that 30 agreement 
period is ahKa^ over and Ito te not ImoKl'to^^ 
aty weak QaptiristPftf wqperij on 

Mritendra Pratap was c^ered a job of suid|) digging 
cm contract basis which is purely a oaMri nature of job . 
'Fortunate^ this work was avafioble on that (fey and 


'njewcMTkmaniaarted toe woric that day but next day, he did 
nottumup to oomi^ the job. Tins a^ecled mnnagwuriUt 


tlwoQ^ other agtiicy. The workman again reported cm 
16-9-92 and ^logised veibally for leaving the woik 
without information cm 31-8-92. On life tendering verbal 
assurance of not repeating such behaviour in futme, he 
was again given sisalm jelb of sun^ digging on eoiUiBct 
bases whieh he rotioed to do. Tite above behaaviour of 
workman Shri Nfehendra Pratap indicates that he is ordy 
interested in lighter wodc and not fulfilling the work wiuch 
is available on that d^. The woikman is ncX entitled to any 
relief what-so-ev«r. He was engaged only for 93 days as 
and when recpiked agrinst leave vacancies ami this does 
not qualify him tor regularisation. The attendance records 
produced by the muon in the cemediation prcteeedmg, afeo 
reveals that workman Shri Mahendra Pr^^ had worited 
for less than 240 days. Workman 8hri Mahemlra ^atap 
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)rt for work within 30 days as per terms of 
ted 30-7-92. The workman was not willing to 
vailable work which was offered to him on 
1 ground. It is requested by the management 
n of the management be held fully justified 
man is not entitled to any relief what-so-<;!ver, 

kman Shri Mahendra Pratap in support of his 
i himself. The management in order to defend 
examined their witnesses Shri Ashok Kumar, 
kmg as WO/PO/Sr. Personnel Officer with 
\ Bilaspur and Shri Shivsagar, then working as 
vith CMPDI, canq) Kusmunda. 

i the parties have filed certain Photostat copies 
s. Those Photostat copies have not been 
;cordance with the law of evidence and 
se copies cannot be read in evidence. 

i the parties have filed written argument. I 
efully gone through the entire evidence on 
written argument filed onbehalf of theparties. 
hri A.K. Shashi, Advocate the learned counsel 
ent. I could not have an opportunity to hear 
unsel for the woikman/Union. 

s been submitted in the written argument on 
orkman/Union that the management is bound 
) the settlement arrived at between the parties 
:), Shahdoi. Against the above, the learned 
e management submitted that the workman 
! office of Officer Incharge, Bijuri for work in 
te was informed by the Office Incharge, Bijuri 
ays agreement period of the settlement is 
nd the management is not bound to provide 
m. In this respect, workman Slfui Mahendra 
in his affidavit that when apjeared before 
charge Bijuri on 4-8-92 to seek employment 
the settlement, he was asked to sign a 
reement which he refused to sign. As against 
management witness Shri Ashok Kumar, 
s WO/PO/Sr. Personnel Officer with CMPDI, 
deposed that the workman reported to Officer 
ri for work on 31-8-92 and he was informed 
arge that 30 d^ agre^neitt period is already 
not bound to provide any work. There is no 
evidence either oral or documentary that the 
Jared before Officer Incharge, Bijuri in his 
t on 4-8-92 to seek re-employment and he 
gn additional agreement, which he refused 
Die the above oral testiiriorty of the interested 
I being corroborated by any independent 
ce caimot be placed reliance upon. The 
j1 for the management submitted that from 
f both the sides; it is ciystally clear that the 
jngaged for casual employme nt on contract, 
lid wages for the work done by him and he 


was not appoi^d as per the procedure laid down for 
recruitment. \S^rkman Mahendra Pratap admitted during 
the evidence^his cross-examination that he was employed 
as daily-wager. He has clearly deposed that he used to get 
the wages alter a fortnight and he was employed on daily 
wages of Rs. 10.50. He has also admitted in his evidence of 
cross examination that he was neither medically examined 
nor any appointment letter was given to him. He also stated 
that before his employment, no interview took place. This 
witness has also admitted that his name was not sponsored 
from the employment exchange office. Thus it is clear that 
the workman was not employed by following the procedure 
for recruitment. 

8 . The learned counsel for the management further 
submitted that as per the workman, he was engaged on 
daily wages. And if so, the contract of appointment starts 
in the morning and comes to an end of the day. He 
emphasised that the appointment of these nature are 
contract appointments and therefore, termination in the 
instant case cannot be treated as retrenchment. He also 
emphasised that the provisions of retrenchment would 
apply where person has worked for 240 days in a calendar 
year but in the instant case the workman himself admitted 
that he had worked only for 185 days and therefore the 
claim of workman is out of scope of I D. Act, 1947. It is 
crystally clear from the evidence of cross-examination of 
workman Shri Mahendra Pratap that he stated that he had 
deposed before ALC(C), Shahdoi that he had worked only 
for 185 days. Thus it is not proved that the workman worked 
with the management either for 240 days or more and 
therefore his claim is naturally out of scope of the 
provisions of I.D. Act, 1947. 

9. The learned counsel for the management also 
submitted that workman Shri Mahendra Pratap’s name was 
not sponsored by the employment exchange and as such 
he could not seek to cut down the constitutional rights of 
other persons of employment through employment 
exchange and selection by the CMPDIL because the 
employment exchange is the only agency where any person 
seeking employment can register himself and reference to 
Employment Exchanges guarantees the equality of 
opportunity for employment. As already mentioned above, 
the workman has deposed in his evidence of cross- 
examination that his name was not sponsored by 
employment exchange, the above argument advances by 
the learned counsel for the management has force. 

10. The learned counsel for the management placed 
reliance on 1987 (II)LLN-Pg. 20 wherein the Hon'ble 
Supreme Court of India has observed that it is the desire of 
the Government of India tliat all Government Departments, 
Government Organisations and Statutory Bodies should 
adhere to the rule that not merely the vacancies should be 
notified to the employment exchange but the vacancies 
should also be filled by candidates sponsored through 
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employEient exchanges. That it was only when no suitable 
candidates are avail^le then other sources of recruitment 
were to be considered. In the case of public employment, it 
is necessary to eliminate arbitrariness and favoritism and 
introduce uniformity of standards and orderliness in the 
matter of employment. There has to be an element of 
procedural fairness in recruitment. If a public employer 
chooses to receive applications for employment as and 
when he pleases, and chooses to take appointment as he 
likes, a gross-element for arbitrariness is certainly 
introduced. This must necessarily be avoided if Articles. 
14 and 16 have to be given sasy meaning. 

11. The learned Counsel for the management also 
placed reliance on 1995(1) LUpg. 927, in which the Hon'blc 
Supreme Court of India observed that eligibility and 
continuous woiking for however long period should not 
be permitted to overreach the law. Requirement of rules of 
selection through Public Service Commission cannot be 
substituted by human consideration. In the case of 
rec ruitment of sub-staff in CMPDIL, the Government has 
issued directives in selection the candidates sponsored 
through employment exchange. The legal vali^ty of the 
instructions given by the Government has been \q:hoid by 
the Supreme Court in the case of Union of India and others 
versiiij N. H^gopal and ors. 

12. The learned cosunel for the management also 
placed reliance on 1996(II)SCC-Pg. 341 wherein the Honble 
Supreme ^Court of . India has held that aj^ointment on 
regular basis ajfter selection according to rules, held a 
condition precedent hende persons appointed as part time 
employees dehors the rules, even though regularly woddng 
for a long time, are not entitled to regularisation. 

13. In view of the above, it is concluded that the 
workman failed to approach the management for being 
reemployed as per the settlement arrived at between the 
parties before ALC(C), Shahdol within the st^ulated period 
of time. It is also concluded that the workman failed to 
prove that he worked with management for 240 days or 
more in a calendar year. Therefore the reference deserves 
to be answered in favour of management and against the 
workman. But considering the &cts and circumstances of 
the case, 1 am of the view that the parties be directed to 
bear their own costs of this reference. 

14. In view of the above, the reference is answered 
in ta^o\a of the management and against the woikman and 
it is herd>y held that the action of R^onal Ehreaoi; Central 
Mine Planning and Design Institute Ltd., Bilaq)ur in not 
giving employment to Shri Mahendra Pratap at CMPDIL 
Bijuri Canq) w.e.f- 1-9-92 in the same capacity he was 
employed in the year 1988 is legal and justified. 
Consequently the workman is not entitled to any relief. 
The parties shall bear their own costs of this reference. 


15. The copy oftheawaidbe sent to the Government 
of India, Mimstiy of Labour as per rules. 

C.M. SlNQi Pnskh^ Ofideer 

17 2007 

* 

WM. 1750.—1947(1947 
^ 14) ^ «tRn7 % 

% 'Pruq ^ TOiR, 

184/2001) 

^ ^ 17-05-2007 

^311 q[| 

[^. 1^^42012/68/2001 -3n^ 3TR (# ) ] 

New Delhi, the 17th May, 2007 

S.O. 1750.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Dilutes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No.“184/ 
2001) of the Central Government Industrial Tiibunal-cum- 
Labour Court, J^a4)ur as shown in the Aimexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the management of 
Archaeological Survey of India, and their workmen, which 
was received by the Central Government on 17-05-2007. 

[No. L^2012/68/2001-IR(CM-II)l 
AJAY KUMAR GAUR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CINIIULGOVERNI^^ 
INDUSlRIALTRmUNAL-ClJh^LABOURCOIJRr, 
JABAIPUR 

No/CGIT/LC/R/t84/01 

Shii C. M. Singh, Presiding 

Shri Mshram Singh, 

S/oHaiju Ahirwar, 

R/o Singlpg C^nrjg;i, 

(kma. ' ... VWaripaanOiilcm 

i^rsus 

Assistant Siq)erintendeQt, 

Archaeological Survey of India, 

Archaeological Museum, 

Stn^pur Palace, 

P. O.: Chanderi, 

Guna. ...Management 

AWARD 

Passed (m 3rd day of May 2007 

1. The Government of India, Ministiy of Labour 
vide its Notification No. L<42012/68^001-IR (CM-Il) dated 
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27-11-20(11 has refciied the fbllowing dispute for 
sdjodicatic n by this trftmnal; 

sther tibe ac^ioa ef tiie BMm^emeiit of Asttt. 
riatendeat, A^haeologist, Archaecdogical 
y gf ladia, Chaoderi m tenmnstmg the services 
in Visteam Sh Hai^u Ahirwar 
lary 2000 is justified ? If not, to what relief the 
(Baa is eatitii^dbr r 

le case of worianan Shri \^shram Singh is as 
lat he was initially sainted on July 1994 to 
tbour. He conthnied to discharge his duties as a 
)-2-2000, whereafierhis services were terminated 
1 order. Before terminating the services, the 
id not issue any notice of termination to tl» 
"he managemrat also foiled to pay wages in lieu 
jriod. The nuoagonent has failed to provide 
hment conqjensation to the workman. Thus 
3iy provision of Sec-25(F) of the LD. Act 1947 
implied with. The employer also violated the 
rf Raie-77 of I.D. (Central Rules) 1957 in as 
ting to puKkh a copy otthe {nopeily prepared 
ist of the category of the workman herdn, 7 
D the date of termination. The termination of 
he workman w.e.f. 29-2-2(X)0 is bad in law and 
n is liable to be reinstated in service with foil 


rit 
days prior 
services of 


Tie reference proceeded ex parte against the 
leit. The workman adduced ex paile evidence in 
iffidavits. 

5-07 was the date fixed for hearing ex parte 
)n tiiis date, ShriN K. Salunke, Advocate, the 
for the workman and the workman Shri 
ngh in person came present. Shri Salunke 
lat the workman stated to him that now no 
t whh^mai^^iri^j^thezili^ di^pte 


9ntii^said worinianShri Vateam i^n^istiitedbckxe 

tl^ iK> ii H hiit Hia fcdiapnfo i#l^»between Mm 
iip(m i eafe aid.no passed in the case. 

In view of the above, no (M^mte awmd is passed 
fei ence case wHhoin an^ o^rs as to costs. 

Copy of the awm'd be sent to the Government of 
try of as per roles. 

C.M. SINGH, Presiding Officer 

17 2007 

1751.—1947 (1947 
Tn7 % 


a^pl«h 

30/2001) ^ f, ^ 

17-05-2007 ^ en I 

[4 1?:^-42012/3/26o5-«»^^(?#^-H)] 

New Delhi, the 17th May, 2007. 

S.O. 1751.—In puTsuaacc of Sectsion 17 (tf the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the CeHti»ai 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. 
No. 30/2005) ofthe Ceittral Gewermnem IndnstiialTrfoiinai- 
eum-Labour Ctourt, Bhubanswar as shown in the Annexuie 
in the Industrial Dispute between the managemeat {rfCeikral 
Institute of Freshwater Aquaculture (CIFA) and their 
wodemen, which was received by the Central <3ovemment 
on 17-05-2007. 

[No. L-42ai2/3/2005-IR(CM-n)l 
AJAY KUMAR GAUR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXUIK 

BEFORE TBE CENTRALGOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIALTRromAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
BHUBANESHWAR 

Presatt: 

ShriN.K.R. Mohapatra, 

Presiding Officer, C.G.I.T.-cum-Labour Court, 
Bhubaneswar, 

INDUSTRIAL DISPUTECASE MO. 30/20M 
Date of Passing Award—^26th April, 2007 
Between: 

'Die Management of the Director, 

Central Institute of Fresh Water Aquaculture 
‘ (CIFA), Biaibaneswar-751002. 

... 

An^d 

Their Workmen, represented through the 
General Secretaiy, CEFA Shmmik Sangha, 

• P.O. Kausalyaganga, Bhubaneswar-751 002 , 

... .2i|id Pacty--Union 

APPEARANCES: 

ShriK.C. Das, Forthe IstParty- 

Asstt. Administrative Officer Management. 

Shri Dhaneswar Behera ....Forthe 2nd Party- 

Union. 

AWARD 

The Govesnment oflndia, Minirtiy of Labour, in exercise 
of powers conferred by Clause (d) of sub-section (1) 
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»nd ^t»-section 2(A) of Section 10 of the Indostiial 
Di^piitesAct, 1947 (14of 1947) hai^iefkzied the fiollowi^ 
(hspute for adjudication vide their Qzdn No. L’42012/3/ 
2005 (IRCM-n), d8ted08-ll-2005. 

'‘Whether the action of the Mana^Bment of Ceahal 
Institute of Fresh ^er AigBCaltiire in ter min a t i ng 
the services of 10 workmen (list enclosed) is legal 
and justified ? If not, to what reUef the workmen are 
entitled tor 

2. The shortly stated admitted fects of both parties 
is that daring the year 2001 ^boot more than 100 casual 
labourers including the 10 disputant woricman were 
terminated. Of these terminated persons 99 workers raised 
an Industrial Disputes before the Asstt. Labour 
Comnussioner (Central) through their Union (oth» than 
the present Union). In consequence a Tripartite Agreement 
was reached under which it was agreed that the 
Management would provide jobs to 60% of these wmhers 
through contractors. Some workers other than the 
disputants were according^ provided with jobs through 
contractors. Being deprived of such job these 10 di^nitanls 
raised another Iiulustrial I>i^ute clahnmg their termination 
as bad. When the Ckvemment of India did not feel it fit to 
refer their case for adjudication, these woikmen agitated 
another disrate throu^ the present Union which uhiman^ 
culminated in the present reference. 

It is alleged by the Union in its counter that out of 
these 10 disputants one was woddng since 1991, five siiKe 
1998, three since 1999 and another Shri Prabhat Kumar 
Satpathy since June 2000by the time they were disengaged 
in July 2001. Since at the time of refiising employment no 
notice or retrenchment benefits were given to these 
workmen it is claimed that they are liable to be reinstated 
with fiill back wages. 

3. As against the above, it is averred by the 
Management that these dilutants and maity others were 
engaged on need ba^s in dhSferent time bound projects of 
the Mam^ement and on compl^km of fiiese prefects they 
were disengaged m the rdm^ant year. A^ the above 
termination an Industrial Di^te was misedby 99 workers 
including the disputant through their Union, Kalinga 
Shramika Sangh (other than the present Union) and 
according to a tripartite setdement 60% of them wrae given 
employment through the contractors engaged 
subsequently while the disputants could not be 
accommodated. As these disputants were parties to that 
settlement they are estoKied ftom claiming the relief asked 
for in this case. As to non-coiiq>haiice of Section 25*F of 
the Industrial Disputes Act it is contended by the 
Management that since the engagement of these worimrs 
was on need b^s to attend menial nature of job in different 
projects, their tennination on closure of the projects can 
not be regarded as retrenchment so as to attract the 
provisions of Section 25-F of the Industrial Disputes Act. 


In^m-ahcUhtt otherwlse contendedby the Management 
thatkiviewc^theearherTiiparfitB Settlement between the 
Manag ement aad the Kalinga Shramika Sangh of which 
the diqxitaiils were the meafeers earlier, the present 
refecenoe is not maintainable and the disputants are not 
entkleiia amor other nlief bCQ^mid such settlement. 

4. <>n ^ base ciftlfe dbMe jAeadiiigs of the parties 
the follou^ isaies were fiamed: 

ISSUES: 

1. Whethef the action of iSie Management of 
Central Institute of Fresh Water Aquaculture in 
termiitating the services of 10 worionen as per 
list was legal and justified ? 

1 IfnoC,wii^relfefthe woikmen are entitled to? 

5. Fnan the fide of die Union its General Secretary 
and one ofthe disputants hai« been examined as W. W. 2 
and W. W. 1 respectivety. From die side of the Management 
its Smiicu^ Tedmfeal (^Scer (^gineedng) has aknie b«n 
exanunedasM. W. 1. 

ISSUE NOS,land2: 

6 . These issues are taken up jointfy as they are 
interdependmit 

The Management Witness (M. W. 1) does not 
dispute the engagement of these disputants in different 
project and department of the Management. He 
catcgmically says these 10 disputants and many others 
were engaged on daflywagesmeO 1997-98 in different Unit 
Office and Projects undertaken by these Units to do 
miscellaneous work such as weeding work, feeding work, 
grass cutting, maintenance and cleaning of firm and fish 
culture tanks as per time to time requirements so as to 
assist the Scientists to cany out their research work in 
Breeding Unit, Fish CulWe Unit, Physiology and Hygiene 
Unit, Pond Environment Unit, Pathedogy Unit, Statistics 
Unit, Fish l^httrhiim Unit etc. Int^rated Project work being 
a part of research work the Management used to keep 
goats, cows, pigs, chideens etc. to utilize their dung and 
excretes as food for the fi^s and this is done as a part of 
leseardi wtHkandtomhunuzethe feeding e^qienses. These 
activities such as maintenaiKe of these animals like cows 
etc. and feeding of their chmg and excretes to fisl^ reared 
in differ^t tanks are bdng carried out through these 
workers since dx)Ut last tea years as part of the Project 
work. The witness further stated that these projects work 
and the noimal work of the Management can not be carried 
out without engaging menial widens like the dh^utants. 
He also admits that these disputants were working 
continuously aace 1997 onwards tifi they were disengaged 
in 2001. Ext. 2/1, a list of LdxHtrers prqiared by the 
Management in June 2001 shows that the workman Pravat 
oar Satpathy was engined since June ^>00 while the 
r of the woikmen are in the roll since 1998-99, all 


2646 GI/07—13 
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suggest! ag that they were in continuous engagement for 
more th an 240 days in a year by the time they were 
terminal ed in June 2001, The evidence adduced by the 
Union b sing to the self same effect and as admittediy no 
retrench meht compensation or advance notice was given 
to these ^ workmen before thdr termination, the above action 
of the M inagement can not be said to be free from blemish. 
It is no c oubt true that after the above termination of the 
workers numbering about 100 % tripartite agreement was 
reached ^ vith the espousing Union, Kalinga Shramik Sangh 
to provic e employment to 60% of the terminated workers 
through contractors. But that in no way can take away the 
right of t le workmen as given to them under Section 25-F 
of the Ini lustrial Disputes Act when admittedly they were 
not paid any retrenchment benefits at the time of their 
terminat on even though by then each had worked for 240 
days continuously diuing the preceding 12 months. 
Therefore in the above premises the action of the 
Managei nent in refusing en^yment to the disputants in 
July 200 is held to be bad under Imv. 

7. As regards the relief to be given to the workmen 
the evide nee adduced by both the parties shows that after 
terminating the workers the Management had given 
contract af the work performed by these workers to an 
outside L ibour Su|^ly Agency almost soon after the above 
termination amounting^o retrenchment took place. 
Therefore in lieu of retrenchment and back wages the 
Managei lent is directed to pay compensation of fifty 
thousand to each of the disputant workmen within three 
months o f publication this award. The amount should 
be paid ii l the shape of fixed dqiosits in any nationalized 
bank for a period of five years with quarterly payable 
interest. 

8.1 'he reference is answered accordingly. 

Dir 5cted and corr^ed by me. 

I N. K. R. MOHAPATRA, Presiding CMScer 
I LIST OF THE 10 WORKMEN 
01 . Haijekrushna Sethy. 

02. Tarjinisena Beheia. 

I 

03. BuejhiramMuduli. 

<M. Prai ^ata Kumar Saftipathy. 

I 

05: Suk ant Kumar Pattnaik; 

06. Kar u Ch. Bhanja. 

07. Gopal Chandra Jena. .. 

08. BrajabandhuMallik. 

09. Ran lesh Chandra Mallik. 

10 . SukuBehera. 


UST OF WITNESSES EXAMINED ON BEHALF OF 
THE WORKMAN 

Workman Witness No. 1—Shri Gopal Chandra Jena. 
Workman Witness No. 2-^hri Debendranath Mallik, 

UST OF WITNESSES EXAMINED ON BEHALF OF 
THEMANAGEMEPfT 

Management Wimess No, 1—Shri Chakradhar Sahu. 

UST OF EXHIBITS ON BEHALF OF THE 
2 nd PARTY-WORKMAN 

ExL- 1 Copy of letter No. 4676, dated 11-11-2003 of Asstt. 

P. F. C., Orissa, Bhubaneswar. 

ExL-1/1 Enclosure to Ext.-1. 

ExL-2 Copy of the Tripatrite Agreement dated 26-9-2001. 

ExL-2/1 Copy of the list of Workers. 

ExL- 3 Copy of the representation of the Union before 

the A. L. C. (C) dated 1-10-2001. 

ExL4 Copy of the reply of CIFA Management to the 
A. L. C. (C) Bhubaneswar No. 728 dated 
22 - 10 - 2001 . 

Ext-5 Copy of the F. O. C. report of the A. L. C. (C) 
Bhubaneswar No. 8{26)/2004-BBSR/13 dated 
30/31-12-2004. 

UST OF EXHIBITS ON BEHALF OF THE 
1 st PARTY-MANAGEMENT 

ExL-A Copy of the letter No. 2-42012/77/2002-IR 
(CM-II) dated 4-6-2004 of Desk OfiBcer, MCL, 
Government of India, New Delhi. 

21 tfi, 2007 

■^.311. 1752.—Iqqiq 1947 (1947 

^ 14) ^ qm 17 

^ ^ -q 3T. 295/1998) ^ ^ f, 

^ 21-5-07 ^ 3rr?r fair I 

[U F^-42012/35/97-»nf 31K ■^.) ] 

New Delhi, the 21 st May, 2007 

S.O. 1752,—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award of the Labour 
Court, Pune (Ref IDA No. 295/1998) as shown in the 
Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers 
in relation to the management of Kendriya Vidyalaya and 
their workmen, which was received by the Central 
Government on 21-05-2007. 

[No. L42012/35/97-IR(DU)] 
SURENDRA SINGH, Desk Officer 
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ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRl G. S. WANKBEDE, PRESIDING 
OFnCER, THIRD, LABOUR COURT AT ItJNE 

Refei:ciice (IDA) No. 295/1998 ^ 

Government of India, 

Bharat Saikai; 

Miiustry of labom/Shiam Mantra^ala, 

NewDelhi ...IstParty 

AND 

ShriL. N.Mhaske, 

Boys Sports Hostel, 

Kendriya \4dyalaya, 

BEG,Pune ... ItndParty 

APPEARANCES: 

For the 1st Party : Smt Londhe.A^, 
FwthelhMlPMty : ^inGdpafte, Adv. 

AWARD 
(Dated: 7-7-2006) 

1. This reference is made by Government of India/ 
Bharat Saricar, Ministry of Labour/Shram Mantialaya, New 
Delhi, u/s 10(1) and 12(5) read withSec. 2-Aof the Industrial 
Disputes Act for adjudication of the dispute betwe^ the 
above referred parties over the following demands: 

“That the Ilnd party be r«nstated with odntmaity of 
service and foM back wages for the irtferveoing idle 
period.” 

2. The Had party is absent. His advocate filed 
Application Exh. 39, which is rejected. Record indicates 
that Ilnd party deposed on oath on 17-6-05 since then tiU 
today he is remain absent and avoid the cross-exatnination. 
However his 4 adjoumment-^plication were granted by 
the Court and last application Exh. 38 was finalty granted. 
Even then the Ilnd party did not turn up which indicates 
that he is not interested to proceed with the reference in 
view of avoiding cross-examination since last one year. 
His examination in chief could not be considered and 
accordingly discarded. In this way there is no evidence 
from the ilnd party and therefore. Reference stands 
answered in negative for default and for want of 
prosecution. No costs. 

Place: Pune 

Dated: 7-7-2006 Q. S. WANKHEDE, Presiding Officer 

■51^ fe#, 21^, 2007 

1753.—1947 (1947 
^ 14) ^ ^ 17 % 


SPT ^.-1, % 117/2002) 

^ y<t>lf^l<l «b«ft t, ^ 2V05-2007^W?T 

^311 en I 

{^. 1^-40012/6/2002-3nt 3m (^. I-) 3 

Ri?, 

NewDelhi, the 21st May, 2007 

S.O. 1753.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 

117/2(K)2) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal- 
cum-Labour Court No. I, Chandigarh as shown in the 
Annexure m ffic Industrial Dilute between the employers 
in relation to the management of Department of Telecom 
aiwi their workman, w^h was received by the Central 
Govanment on 21-05-2007. 

{No. L40012/6/2002-IR(DU)] 
SURENDRASINCa^ DeskOflBcer 

ANNEXURE . 

BEFORE SHRIRAJHESH KUM/^ PRESIDING 
OFinOR, CENTRM. GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRBUNAl/CUWHJfflOUR COURT-1, CHANDIGARH 

Oik No. LD. 117/2002 

SteiThrsem SiQgh, S/o Sh. Mai Ditta, V R O. Nada, 
TehsilKhazar, Ropar ...Applicant 

Versus 

The Principal General Manager, Telecom, Sector-18, 
Chandigarh”160001(U.T.) ... Respondent 

AWEARANCES: 

FortheWoiioiian tNone 

FortheManagemeitt : ShiiQ. C.Babbai: 

AW4RD 

PaISfed On 24lh April, 2007 

Central Government vide notification No. L-40012/6/ 
2002-IR (DU) dated 3-6-2002 has referred the following 
dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication: 

“Whether the action of the management of 
Department of Telecom, Chandigarh in terminating 
of services of Shri Tarsem &ngh, I/R w.e.f. 28-2-99 is 
just and legal ? If so, to what relief the workman is 
entitled?” 

2. Case repeatedly called None has put up 
appearance on behalf of the workman. Shri G. C. B^bar 
advocate for the workman submitted that workman 
petitioner is not appearing in this case since 21-9-06 till 
today on 6th dates. Court notices were issued and despite 
notices workman did not appear. His authorized 
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represent^ve Shri O. P. Singh has already expired in 2005. 
It appearspat workman is gainfully employed somewhere 
aad not iijterested to pursue this reference. 

5. iji view of the above, since the workman is not 
appearing! despite notice, no purpose will be served in 
keeping tli is case pending. Therefore, the present reference 
is returned for want of prosecution to the Central 
Government. File be consigned to record. 

Chandigaijh 

24-4-2007 I RAJESH KUMAR, Presiding QflBcer 

i 212007 

1754 .—1947 (1947 

^14) ^WTO 17 % 

% ITOTOTO % 

■if 

^1^9/2002)^ 

"t, 21-05-2007 ^ 'OTTO 

WTI I 

I [UT^-40012/267/200l-iSRn(f 

j New Delhi, the 21st M^, 2007 

S.O.j 1754,—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial ^Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Govemmeiit hereby publishes the Award (Ref No. 9/2002) 
of the Cent^ Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court No. i, Chandigarh as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of Eiepartment of Telecom and their workmen, 
which wa^ received by the Central Government on 
214)5-2007.1 

[>k). L-40012/267/2001-IR(DU)] 
SURENDRA SINGH, DeskOfiBcer 

ANN£XU »1 

BEFORk SHRI RAJESH KUMAR, PRESIDING 
OFFICER, CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAI 
TRIBUNAI .CUM-IABOUR COURT- 1 , CHANDIGARH 

! Case N®. ID. 9/2002 

Shri Ifloor Mohammad, S/o Sh. Nabi Bux Ansari, 
H. Nc. 212 , Street No. 9, Sliantinagar, Manimajra, 

U T. Chandigarh-160001 ... Applicant 

Pirsus 

The Principal General Manager, Telecom, Telephone 
Deptt.| Sector-18, Chandigarh-160001 (U. T.) 

... Respondent 

APPEARAlfCES: 

Fortl^Woricnum : Noue 
Forth^Mana^ment : ShriGCB^bbar. 


AWARD 

P^sed on 24th April, 2007 

Central Government vide notification No. L-40012/ 
267/2001-IR (DU) dated 31-12-2001 has referred the 
following dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication: 

Whether the action of the management of 
Department of Telecom, Chandigarh in terminating 
of services of Shri Noor Mohammad, S/o Sh. Nabi 
Bux Ansari, Asstt. Line©Uanw.e.f 27-2-99 is just 
and legal ? If so, to what relief the workman is 
entitled ?” 

2 . Case repeatedly called. None has put up 
appearance on behalf of the workman. Shri G. C. Babbar 
advocate for the workman submitted that workman 
petitioner is not appearing in this case since 18-4-06 till 
today on 8 th date. Court notices were issued and despite 
notices workman did not appear. His authorized 
representative Shri O. P. Singh has already expired in 2005. 
It aj^iears that workman is gainfully employed somewhere 
and not interested to pursue this reference. 

3, In view of the ^ove, since the worknan is not 
appearing despite notice, no purpose will be served in 
keeping this case pending. Therefore, the preswit reference 
is returned for want of prosecution to the Central 
Government, File be consigned to record. 

Chandigarh 

24-4-2007 RAJESH KUMAR, Ptesr^gOfficer 

21 TTi^, 2007 

^.3ir. 1755.—'allrilRloh 1947 (1947 

14 ) ^ UTO 17 % 

%3TOVn:f % 

?TO^<<icih^.-1, %-4^(^^^1^325/2000) 

21-05-2007 

I«TT TO I 

1^-4001 2/289/2000-31T!| 3TR (^. "^ ) ] 

New Delhi, the 21st May, 2007 

S.O. 1755.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref No. 
325/2000) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal- 
cum-Labour Court No. 1 , Chandigarh as shown in the 
Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers 
in relation to the management of Department of Telecom 
and their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 21-05-2007. 

(No. L-40012/289/2000-IR(DU)] 
SURENDRA SINGH, Desk Officer 
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ANSEsam 

BEFORE SHRIRAJSSS KUMAR, fft£»DlW3^ 
OFWCER, CiKIRAL GOVERNMENT INHUStRIAL 
TRIBUNAlX:tIM4AB0UR COURT-1, CEANDK5ARH 

Ca8eNo.l.D.3:(S/20QQ 

Shri Rajmdcr Singk C/o R. K. Sharma, 

H. No. 372, Scctor-20-A, Ghandigarii-1^3001 (U. T). 

... Applicant 

Versus ?"* 

I. The Chief General Manager, Tele<»m, Punjab 
Circle, SectCH‘-34, Chandigarh-160001 (U. T). 

2. The Principal General Managa”, ’IbLetxxn, Sector- 
18, Cliandigaih-160001 (U.T.). ... Respondent 

APPEARANCES i 

For the Workman :None 

FordieMmuiganeirt : aniGCBattair. 

AWARD 

Passed (Ml 24th A^nil, 2007 

Central Govemment vide Notification No. L-40012/ 
289/2000-IR (DU) dated 24-8-2000 has referred the Mowing 
dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication: 

‘^Whether the action of the Chief Ger»rai Msuiageij 
Tefecom, PunjabCticle, Chandigpaikai^thePiitta^ 
General Manager, Tefec(Mr^ C h an digar h Dittt in 
ordering disengagemOTt/terjninationof services of 
Shri Rajinder Singh a workman engaged through 
contractor Sh. R K. Mittal w.c.f. 27-2.-99 i&iost and 
legal ? If not, to what relief the worknuan is emjflcd 
and from which date ?” 

2. Case repeatedly caflfedv Nbtre has pmt 'np- 
appearance on behalf of (he workman. Shri G. C. B^)bar 
advocate for the management s^unitted fiii^*w(Htanan 
petitioner is not^appearing in this ease sinc<5 20-9-06 tiH 
today bn 6th date. Court notices were issued and despite 
notices workman did not appear. His authorized 
representative Shri O. P. Singh has alr^dyenjmed in 2003. 
ll appears that workman is gainftiHy emjrfoyed sennewhere 
and not interested tp pursue this reference. 

3. In view of the alKwc, since the workman is not 
appearing despite notice, no purpose will be served in 
keeping this ca5« pending. Therefore, the prei^ait reference 
is returned for want of prosecution to the Central 
Government. File be consigned to record. 

Chandigarh. 

24-4-2007 RA^SH KUMAR, Pre5jiding<?ffio» 


21 2007 

mM, w? (1947 

131/2001) 

^3n«ni 

{R.'^4G017/5»/2000“»n^ ilR It) ] 

New Delhi, the 2l5t May, 2007 

S,0. 175#.—1ft ptftsuance erf Seetkm 17 of die 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby pid^lislres the Award (Ref. No. 
131/2001) ofthe Gentrsd Govttnment Industrial Tribmi^ 
cum-Labour Ccnirt No. 1, Chandigarii as shown in the 
Annexine in the Industrie Dispute between die enapieyii'S 
in relation to the management of Department of Telecom 
and their worionan, which was received by the Central 
GevenuBHit on 21-05-2007. 

{No. D4()012/559/2(X)0-IRaXJ)] 
SUREND^SINGH, DokOfficer 

Asmxam, 

RAJOI^ iOTh^ 

OFITO®, CimiUL GOVERNMEOT INDUSTRIE 
I3UKJN/a«pJM-IAR<HiRCX>lM^^ 

CaSeNe.L]|.131/28<H 

Shri lagtar Singh, S/p Sh. Hsmdev Singh, V. P. 0. 
Teh. liliaiwnQ^ 

" . .. Applicant 

l^sus 

TheChief General Manager, Tfefecoro, Pui#sil^ 
Sect(M:**34, Chamfi^ii-160001 (U. T.). 

.. .Reqipndent 

AIVEARANCES: 

FordreWmkftum : None 

For dmManagPHiBift : ShriG-CBatoi: 

'^ AI^aRD' ■■■■ 

Passed en 30th April, 2607 

Central Government vide Notification No. L-40012/ 
559/2000/iR (DU) dated 13-3-2001 has referred the following 
dispute to this Tribunal for aiyudication: 

“Whether the action of the management of 
Department of Telecom, Chandigarh in terminating 
of services Of Shri Jagto Sii^ S/o Sh. Hardev Singh, 



w.e.f. 27-2-99 is just and legal ? If so, to what relief 
the workman is ei^tled and from which date ?” 


2. Casje repeatedly called. None has put vp 
appearance o^ behalf of the workman. Shri G. C. Babbar 
advocate for the management submitted that wwkman 
petitioner is ^ot appeanng in this case despite notice as 
Shri Arun Batj-a who was earlier representing the workman 
pleads no instructions and on his pleading no instructions 
court notice ^r today was issued to the workman. But 
despite noticej none appeared on his behalf and it appears 
that workmaij is gainfiilly employed somewhere and not 
interested to ^sue this reference. 


.3. In vit 
appearing de; 
keqDingthis 


:w of the above, since the workman is nrrt 
<^ite notice, no purpose will be served in 
pending. Therefore, the present reference 


case 


IS returned lor want of prosecution to the Central 
Government. ] *ile be consigned tp reisjord. 


Chandigarh. 


RAffiSH KUMAR, Presiding Officer 


21 2007 


1^57.—alltllPlcb 1947 (1947 

^ 14) uff um |i7 % 

^ i.j l, 11/2002) 

^ 21-05-2007 ^ 

i 


[|ti. 1^-40012/264/2001-arr^ din: (iH, ) ] 

N^w Delhi, the 21 st May, 2007 

S.O. 17^.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government Hereby publishes the Award (Ref No. 
1 1/2002) ofthejCentral Government Industrial Tribunal- 
cum-Labour C<jurt No. 1 , Chandigarh as shown in the 
Annexure in thd Industrial Dilute between the employers 
in relation to thfc management of Department of Telecom 
and their workiian, which was received by the Central 
Government on ^ 1 -05-2007. 

[No. L-40012/264/2001-IR(DU)] 
j SURENDRA SINGH, Desk Officer 

i ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SI^RI RAJESH KUMAR, PRESIDING 
OFFICER, CEljfTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUrjiAL-CUM-lABOUR COURT- 1 , 

I CHANDIGARH 


Case No. L D. 11/2002 

amNirmal Singh, S/oSh Sohan Singh, VP. O. Janty 
Devi, Near MuUanpur, Ropar- 1 4090 1 

... Ai^Iicant 

l^rsus 

The Principal General Manager, Telecom, Telephone 
Deptt. Sector-18, Chandigarh-160001 (U. T.) 

... Respondent 

APPEARANCES; 

For the Workman : None 

Forthe Management : ShriG. C. Babbar 
AWARD 

Passed on 30th April, 2007 

Central Government vide Notification No. L-40012/ 
264/2001/IR (DU) dated 31-12-2001 has referred the 
following dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication; 

Whether the action of the management of 
Department of Telecom, Chandigarh in terminating 
of services of Shri Nirmal Singh, S/o Sh. Sohan Singh, 
Asstt. Lineman w.e.f. 27-2-99 is just and legal ? If so, 
io what relief the workman is entitled ?” 

2. Case repeatedly called. None has put up 
appearance on behalf of the workman. Shri G. C. Babbar 
advocate for the management submitted that workman 
petitioner is not appearing in this case despite notice. It 
appears that workman is gainfully employed somewhere 
and not interested to pursue this reference. 

3. In view of the above, since the workman is not 
appearing despite notice, no purpo^ will be served in 
keeping this casepending. Therefore, the present reference 
is returned for want of prosecution to the Central 
Governa^nt; File be consigned to record. 

Chandigarh. 

304-2007 RAJESH KUMAR, Presiding Officer 

21 2007 

^. 3 R. 1758 .—I947 (1947 

^14)'^URT 17 % 3r3ti’(u| 

afjulRicb petiiK 

TOT 731/2005) 

^<c0 ^ 21-05-2007 

I^«TTt 

[K T^-40012/402/99-^ 3m (^. T-) ] 



[wrn—^3(ii)] 


^ W, 200?/^ 2t, n29 
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New Delhi, the 21st May, 2Q07 


appeared to prove his affidavit aad to stand to the cross¬ 


S.O. 175».^In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref No. 
731/2005) Of the Centr^ Govenunent in^strial 'Dibunal- 
cum-Labour Court No. n, Chandigarh afs shown in the 
Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the en^loyers 
in relation to the management of Department of Telecom 
and their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 21-05-2007. 

INo. L-40012/W99-IR(DU)] 
SURENDRA SINC2i DeskOflto 

ANNEXURE 

OmRAL GOVERNME^ INDm^ 
TRroUNAIXlM-LABOCR COTOT 
CHANDIGARH 

Shii Kuldip Singh, PtesidingCffic» 

, Case LD. No. 731/2005 

Registered on 1-9-2005 

Date of Decision 26-3-2007 

Apdesh Singh, S/o Shri Ram Nath, C/o Shri N. K. 
Jcet, President, Telecom Labour Union, Mohalla Hari 
Nagar, Lai Singh Basti Road, Bhatiinda (Punjab) 

... Petitioner 

Versus 

The General Manager, Telecom, Bhatinda (Punjab) 

... Respondent 

APPEARANCES: 

For the Workman : ShriN. K. Jeel, AR 

For the Managenrerd : Shri G. C Bafcbar, 

Advocate 

AWARD 

The worlanan continues to be absent. Management 
appears through Counsel. 

It is on record that the workman has iKwer appeared 
in this Tribunal in person. All along he had b<»n appearing 
through his representatives, but neither on the last date 
nor today even his representatives has appeared. It has 
also been noticed that the workman was direct ed to {uoduce 
his evidence pii 16th May, 2006, but neither on the next 
date fixed for hit} cvidenceon 9th August, 2006 nor thereafter 
he produced any evidence. He himself has also not 


examination of the Management. This shows that he has 
lost mterest in his case. He has also tailed to show that he 
was engaged as a woifcinan by the Management; and that 
he had served in the office of S. D. O. P. Bhatinda from 1st 
April, 1994 till 1st March, 1999.and was getting wages at 
therateofRs. 2138. Hie claim made by turn has been denied 
by the Management claiming that the woikman was never 
engaged by them nor he ever served them. According to 
them they had an agreements with the contractors to supply 
the workforce to the Management, from time to time; and 
that the claim made by the woikman is not maintainable. 
The affidavit by the workman is rebutted 1^ the 
affidavit of the witness of Management. They have aisn 
placed on record copies of the agreements. 

In view of the pleadings of the parties and want of 
evidence it cannot be said that the Management had 
engaged the workman Abdesh Singh; and that it was they 
who terminated his services as is claimed. For this 

reasons the worlanan is not entitled to anyrelief Therefore, 
the reference is answwed against him holding that he is 
not entitled to any relief. Let the copy of this award ]be sent 
to the appropriate government for necessary action and 
^ be consigned to reccuds after due coii^letioa. 

KULMP SINGH, Presiding Officer 
21 2067 

W,3ir. 1759. —1947 (1947 

% wm %'afN, 

■^.-ii, riisir 736/200S) ^ 

"gh 21-5-2007 

«iu 

New Ddhi, the list May, 2007 

S.O. 1759.^In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Govenuhent hereby publishes tl» Award (Ref. No. 736/ 
2005) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court No, 11, Chandigarh as shown in the Annexure 
in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of Department of Telecom and their 
woikmen, which ivas received by the Centra Government 
(m21-5-2007. 

f , 

[No. L-40012/4()(y99-4R(DU)] 
pURENDRA SINGH, Desk Office 
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I - ANSSXJUBE 

centra! govt. INDlISlilAL TR]BUNMXTJM> 
labour COURTS], CHANDIGARH 

$hri Kuldip Singh, Presiding Officer 


I 


Case LD. No. 736/200S 
Registered on 2-9-2005 
Date of Decision 30-3-2007 


Jagsiri Singh S/o Shri Shadi Ram, 

C/o. S hri N.K. Jeet, 

PresK ent, Telecom, Labour Union, 

Moha la Hari Nagar, Lai Singh Basti Road, 

Bhati: ida (Punjab) ... Petitioner 

Versus 


Qe 


The 
Telecd: 


neral Manager, 
m 


... Respondent 

AI^EARANCE: 

For th)e Workman : Shri N.K. Jeet, AR 

For thje Management : Mr. G.C. Babbar, Advocate 

AWARD 


The pjirties are not present The workman continues 
to be absent] since 11th Dec., 2006. The record of the file 
shows that ^hat to talk of his earlier conduct, as per the 
interim orders he did not attend the proceedings after the 
case was transferred to this Tribunal. Ultimately a notice, 
under R/C issued to him on 16th May, 2006, in response 
to which he appeared but again absented from 11th Dec., 
2006. It is ako worth note that the signatures made by the 
workman oil the affidavit, attested on 23rd August, 2006, 
and the one made on the authority letter on 1st August, 
2000 do not seem to be Of the same person. There seems to 
be some maitoulalionsomewhere. The representative, who 
had been anpeanng for him, has also not appeared. On 
record, I finjd only the statement of claim, the reply of the 
Managem^t, the n^inder which is signed by the 
representative of the wcakum and the affidavit which does 
not seem to be signed by the workman. De^ite directions, 
the workmm has not appeared nor has produced any 
evidence in Support of his claim. 


The (government of India vide their order No. 
L-40012/40j)/99/IRpU) dated 17thFeb., 2000 desired of 
this Tribunal to state whether the action of the Management 
of (jeneral h^anager, Telecom, Bhatinda in terminating the 
service of SHri Jagsir Singh S/o Shadi Ram was legal and 
justified and tf not to what relief the workman is entitled to. 
The working 1^ his statonem of claim stated that he was 
engaged as ij^orkman in Telephone Exchange, Raman on 
1st August, 1998, on a salary of Rs. 2138 and his services 
were termin^ed on 1st March, 1999, without notice, charge 
sheet, inquiw or compensation. The Management denied 
the allegation. According tothemthe woikman was neither 


engaged by them nor his services were terminated by the 
management. They had engaged Messrs. Deepak Kumar 
and others, as the contractors to provide labour to them 
and, therefore, the question of the engagement of the 
workman did not arise. They also took the plea that the 
department of Telecom was not an Industry, so not 
governed by the Industrial Dispute Act; and that the 
petition is not maintainable. 

As stated earlier the workman has not produced any 
evidence in support of his claim. I have all my doubts that 
the affidavit tendered by him is that of the woikman since 
the signatures made by him on the affidavit and on the 
authority letter, as mentioned above, are not same even to 
a naked eye. Even otherwise the affidavit has no value 
since the Management did not have the opportunit)' to 
cross-examine the workman about the facts claimed by him 
in his affidavit. Rather there is no evidence on record to 
show that the workman was engaged by the Management 
and it was they who had terminated his services w.e.f 1st 
March, 1999. There is also no evidence to show that the 
woikman had put in 240 days service for the Management 
during the period clainled by him. In the circumstances, it 
cannot be said that the workman was engaged by the 
Management and his services were terminated by them. 
The question of legality of any such order in the 
circumstances does not arise. Since the workman has utterly 
failed to make out his case, therefore, he is not entitled to 
any relief The reference is answered against him holding 
that he is not entitled to any relief Let a copy of this award 
be sent to the appropriate govt, for necessary action and 
the file be consigned to records after due completion. 

KULDIP SINGH, Presiding Oflicer 
21 2007 

1760.—^?4lPl<5b 3lfrlfWT, 1947 (1947 

^ 14) ^ «rRT 17 % ^ 

ft' 

ft.-II, % fteiR (ft^ 

853/2005) ^ y=hlfVl<1 f, # 

21-5-2007 ^ fan «1T I 

[ft. 13:^-42012/207/90-311^ aiR ] 

New Delhi, the 21 st May, 2007 

S.O. 1760.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref No. 853/ 
2005) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court No. n, Chandigarh as shown in the Annexure 
in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of Equine Breeding Stud and their 
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workman, which was received by the Central Government 
on21-5-2007. 

[No. L42012/207/90-m(DU)] 
SURENDRA SINGH, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVT. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNALrCUM- 
LABOUR COURT-IL CHANDIG^iRH 

Shii Kuldip Singh, Presiding Officer 

Case LD. No, 853/2005, 

Registered on 8-9-2005 
Date of Decision 29-3-2007 

Kalwant Singh S/o Shri Sohan Singh 

R/o Village Piian Wah, 

POhfyoli Kalan, 

District Hissar ... Petitioner 

Versus 

The Commandant, 

Equine Breeding Stud, 

Hissar .. Respondent 

APPEARANCE 

For the Workman : Shri Darshan Singh, AR 

For the Management : Ms. Deepali Puri, Advocate 

AWARD 

The workman is stated to be dead. So far none of his 
LRs has come forward to make a claim for s ubstitution as 
‘•Ihe LRs Oft the last date, 

Mr Raj kau^lnfrk Ady^bba% t^ was repr^^ 
vv orkman earlier stated that he has been authorized to appear 
for the LRs and sought time to bring them on record. He 
was allowed to do it, but today he stated that he has no 
instructions to appear. The Tribunal is not in possession 
of any evidenos to show that the workman has left behind 
some LRs and they are entitled to be substituted. Therefore, 
the case is being disposed of in these circumstances. 

The Government of India vide their order No. 
L42012/207/90-IR(DU) dated 30th November, 1991, desired 
of this Tribunal to adjudicate upon whether the Equine 
Breeding Stud. Hissar is an Industry under the I.D. Act 
and if so whetlier the Management was just, fair and legal 
to terminate the services of Shri Kaltyant Singh, a Daily, 
rated w'oricer. They have further desired to linow whether 
the action of the Management to deny equal wages for 
equal work to t he said woiianan was just and fair if not, to 
what relief the workman is entitled to ? 

On the receipt of the reference, notices were issued 
to the parties who filed their respective pleadings and 


supported the same with the affidavits of the workman and 
that of commandant of the Management Stud. Col. R.R. 
Yadav. The parties also placed on record photo copies of a 
number of documents. The case was in the process of 
taking the evidence of the workman when it was stated, on 
the last date, that the workman is dead. Till then the 
workman had not led any evidence. So much so he had not 
proved his own affidavit. The turn of the Management was 
to come next to prove their part of the case. Since the 
workman is dead and nobody has come forward to be 
substituted as his LRs, therefore, the Court is at loss to 
reply the reference, made by the Government of India 
effectively. As it stands.today, there is no clear evidence 
that the workman was engaged by the management; and 
that it was th^ who had terminated his services. There is 
also no evidence, for and against the proposition, that the 
Management is not an Industry. However, as the law stands 
today, inthe face of the judgement, in the case of Bangalore 
Water Siq)ply and Sewerage Board V/s A. Rajjappa reported 
as 1978 ILLJ 349, the Management cannot claim to be not 
an Industry. There is also no evidence, for and against, to 
show tha^ the management had denied the workman equal 
wages for equal work. In the circumstances the workman is 
not entitled to any relief The reference is answered against 
him holding that he is not entitled to any relief The award 
is passed. Let a copy of this award be sent to the appropriate 
govt, for necessary action and the file be consigned to 
records after due completion. 

KULDIP SINGH, Presiding Officer 
21^, 2007 


1761.—1947 (1947 
^ 14) 17 %Pi'him 



^ # ■aft airf ^ Ti; 

110/2004) ^ t, # ^ 

21-5-2007 ^ ^ I 


[ b:^-40012/188/96-«ni^ 31K 1,) ] 

New Delhi, the 21st May, 2007 

S.O. 1761.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
industrial Disputes-Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), ^e Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref No. CGITA 
110/2004) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal- 
cum-Labour Court, Ahmedabad as shown in the Annexure 
in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of^Department of Telecom and their 
workman, which was received by the Central Government 
on 21-5-2007. ^ 

[No. L-40012/188/%-IR(DU)] 
SURENDRA SINGH, Desk Officer 


2646 Gl/07—14 
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ANNEXURE 

BEFOfRE THE CENTRAL <MVT. INDUSTRIAL 
i TRIBUNAL AT AHMEDABAD 

PRESENT: 

A.^ Lad, Incharge/Presiding Officer, Mumbai 
: Reference No. CGITA/110 of2004 

i 

Employjers in Relation to the Management of Telecom 
De|)artment, Mehsana 

1. Tlie General Manager, 

Indian Post & Telegraph Deptt. 
fadmavati Complex, 
l^ehsana 

2 . The General Manager, 
telecom, 

iuper Market, 

IVlehsana 

V/s. 

Their Wfljrkmen: 

^liri Mohmad Sarfuddin N. Ansaii, 

C/o. Anwarhakk Ansari, 
telephone Office, 

Vasai Dabhala, 

Tal. Vijapur, 
pistt. Mehsana 

APPEARANCE 

For the Ei^iployer : Mr. N.K. Trivedi, Advocate 

For the Workman : Mr. Z.M. Kadri, Advocate 

! Mumbai, dated 18th April, 2007 

AWARD 

Thq Government of India, Ministry of Labour by its 
Order No. T-40012/188/96-IR(DU) dated 15-9-1998 inexerdse 
of the powers conferred by clause (d) of sub-section (1) 
and sub-iection 2(A) of Section 10 of the Industrial 
disputes jfct, 1947 have referred the following dispute to 
this Tribuhal for adjudication: 

■‘Whether the action of the management of 
Deilartment of Telecom in terminating the services 
of Sjh. M.N. Ansari, Muster Roll workman of Kalol 
Dix'ision is legal and justified ? If not, what relief the 
woi^anan is entitled to ?” 

2. To support the subject matter in the reference. 
Second Pijrty filed Claim Statement at Ex-4 stating that, he 
joined Fi^st party as a casual workman in 1995-96 and 
completed 289 days. Even he completed 287 days in 1986- 
87. and 87-88. According to him he is eligible to be made 
permaneijt. However First party has not considered it and 
without f((>lIowing due process of law i.e. without giving 


notice, paying salary of one month in lieu of notice and 
offering other benefits terminated him. The termination dt. 
23-1-1995 on Second party is against provisions of 
Industrial Disputes Act which required to quash and set 
aside with direction to First Party to reinstate him and give 
benefits of back wages. 

3. This is disputed by the first party by filing reply 
at Ex-6 stating that, reference is not maintainable and 
deserves to be dismissed. It is also contended that, 
reference is bad in law and this Tribunal has no jurisdiction 
to entertain the grievance of the second party. It is also 
stated that, dispute is not coming within the subject matter 
of the Industrial Disputes Act and State Government is not 
appropriate Government but it is the Central Government. 

4. It is further stated that, said second party was 
appointed on daily wages and as such, he has no locus 
standi to claim permanency. It is also stated that. Claim 
statement filed by him is false one. Since Second party was 
working as casual labourer, he cannot claim permanenev'. 
Even he did not apply for permanency as well as prayed to 
confirm in the employment. It is stated that, this second 
party never turned up after November 1998 and has 
abandoned the job without any reason. So it is submitted 
that, reference sent of second party of removal from muster 
roll and for permanency has no meaning and deserves to 
be rejected. 

5. In view of abo\ c pleadings following issues arise 
for determination w hich are answ ered against it. 


When Second party has completed 
240 days in each calendar year of his 
employment period ? 

Yes 

Does he pro\ c tfiat, he was illegally 
prevented in reporting for duty' which 
amounts to termination ? 

Yes 

Is he entitled for reinstatement ? 

Yes 

What order ? 

As per 

order 

below 

REASONS 



Issue No. 1: 

6. Asfaras w orking of Second Party with First Party^ 
in 85-86, 86-87. 87-88, and 88-89 is concerned is not 
disputed. The only stand taken by First party is that, he 
was taken on daily wages basis. However service rendered 
by him as per his case in above years reveals that, he 
served for more than 240 days for three consecutive years 
and to support that he deposed at E.\-9 and examined one 
witness at Ex-20 where both have staled that, second party 
worked for First party f or three consecutive years for more 
than 240 days and claim pernumency'. Even working of 
Second party with First party in those three years for more 
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than 240 days is not disputed as per first parly's witness 
deposition Ex-25 where he admits the workin^g of second 
parly with first ptuty. 

7. The defence taken by First party is thsrt, he was a 
daily wager and cannot claim permanency. However 
working of second party with first party was ncrt disputed. 
Wjjfen that is the fact, I conclude that, second party qualify 
liimself as a deemed permanent employee of the first party 
since he completed 240 days in 1985-86,86-87,87-88. So I 
answer this issue to that effect 

Issue Nos. 2 <& 3 : 

8 . It is further case of second party that, without 
giving notice, ofi'ering retrenchment compensation and 
following seniority rules Which are applicable to employees 
like this and provisions of Section 25(F) of Industrial 
Disputes Act, first party cannot take such action abruptly. 
Even it is not case of first party that, they gave notice or 
offered salary of one month in lieu of notice or offered 
retrenchment compensation as well as followed seniority 
niles while stopping second party. The stand tal^en by first 
party that, since he was taken on daily wages liis dispute 
does not fall in Industrial Disputes Act. Industrkil Disputes 
Act is not applicable to this dispute and second party 
cannot claim permanency. Besides, it was defence of first 
paity' that. State Government is not appropriate Gevemment. 

9. As far as contention taken by first; party of 
appropriate Government, in my considered view, when 
matter is referred by Central Government, Labour Ministry 
now that stand has: no meaning and does not rec(uire to be 
discussed and consider as well as decided separately. 

10. As far as stand taken of first part]^ treating 
second party as a daily worker and provisions of Industrial 
Disputes Act are not applicable is concerned, the evidence 
led by first party does not disclose as to why said cannot 
be made applicable to the second party and why second 
party should be treated and taken on daily wages ? In the 
absence of it, one has to conclude that, though second 
party' was appointed on daily wages, even he completed 
240 days in three calendar years consecutively, I am of the 
opinion that, he is entitled for protection under Industrial 
Disputes Act and Industrial Disputes Act is applicable to 
the employees like this type. As stated above no notice 
was given by first party nor retrenchment comi>ensation 
offered, in this scenario, decision taken by first party in 
stopping second pjirty requires to be considered illegal. 
Accordingly, I declare that, decision of the first party in 
stopping second psuty from 1995 is nothing but illegal 
termination. 

11 . The Written Arguments were submitted by 
second party's advocate at Ex-25 with list of citations. (1) 
Citation published in 2007 (112) FLRpage 579 of Jliaikhand 
High Court, (2) Citation published in 2007 (112) ITJlpage 
60.5 of Bombay High Court which reveals that, w'orkman 


work for more than 240 days can claim permanency which 
stqtports the case of second party and (3) Citaton published 
in 1987 AIR (2342) reveals that, if retrenchment 
compensation is not paid, such termination is not legal. 
Even that view is supported by decision pi*lished in 2007 
(112) FLRpage 518. 

12. The termination dated 23-1-1995 challenged in 
reference is ripe for decisiohin 2007 for number of reasons. 
Initially it was with Gujarat State. Then it was referred to 
Central Government. Besides it was initially with State 
Industrial Tribunal, Ahitiedabad and then transferred to 
CGIT, Ahmedabad and like that matter traveled for which 
delay is there. Besides, it is to be noted that, second party 
is not working with first party' from January 1995. First 
party is a public body. When second party did not work 
withfirst party from 1995 and when it is a public borty, I do 
not find it just and proper to award entire back wages, 
though I conclude that, stopping of second party from 
January 1995 is illegal. Moreover no evidence is led by 
second party about his financial crisis as a result of 
termination w.e.f January 1995. In this scenario, I feel 
awarding lunq)-sum compensationfor Rs. 25,000 will meet 
ends of justice as Second j^rty is fighting for his grievances 
from 1995. 

13. In view of discussions made above, I conclude 
that, reference should be allowed partly. Hence the order; 

ORDER 

(1) Alleged termination of January 1995 is set aside 
with direction to First party to reinstate Second 
party Shri Mohd. Sarfiiddin Ansari on his post. 

(2) First party to pay luihp sum compensation 
Rs. 25,000 to Second party Mohd. Sarfiiddin 
Ansari in lieu of entire back wages. 

(3) No costs. 

Date: 18-4-2007 

A. A, LAD, Incharge/Prcsiding Officer 
21^, 2007 • 

■^.311. 1762.— affqfrppT, 1947 (1947 

^ 14/) ^ «JRT 17 % TOiK 

=b44>!<l 

■ 5 *^ %2/4^ 2006 

wor)K'5Ft21-5-2007^3ir?t^«n«ITI 

[•H. 1^-42012/166/2002-311^ 3TR (#-II) ] 

New Delhi, the 21 st May, 2007 

S.O. 1762.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Complaint No. 
CGIT-2/4 of2006) of the Central Government Industrial 
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Tribunal-ctnn-Labour Court No. 2, Mumbai as shown in 
the Anne?ture in the Industrial Dispute between the 
employers In relation to the management of Nuclear Power 
Corporahoh of India and their workmen, which was received 
'o\ ;lic Cen(|ral Goverjimenton2l“5-2007. 

[No. L-42012/166/2(K)2-IR(C-II)] 
AJAY KUMAR GAUR, Desk Officer 

i ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
I TRIBUNALNO 2, MUMBAI > 

PRESENT: 

^ A. A. Lad, Presiding Officer 
i Complaint No. CGIT 2/4 of2006 
in 

* Reference No. CGIT-2/80 of 2002 
PARTIES: 

Tarapur Atomic Power Station Employees 
Association (TAPSEA), 

PO. TAPP, Tal. Palghar, 

\pisn. Thane 401 504 ... Complainant 

V/s. 

I The Director (HR). 

Nuclear Power Corporation of India Ltd.. 

12th Floor, North Wing, 

V'ikram Sarabhai Bhavan, 

Anushakti Nagar, 

Khimbai 400 094 

2. Site Director, 

Tarapur Maharashtra Site, 

Tarapur, PO. TAPP, Tal. Palghar, 
t)istt. Thane 401 504. 

Station Director, 

Tarapur Atomic Power Station 1 & 2, 
p.O. TAPP. TiU. Palghar, 

bistt Thane 401 504 . Opponents 

APPEARANCES 

ForlhcCompSainanl : Mr. M.C.N. Reddv. Representative 
For the Opponents : H.K. Bhalcrao, Advocate. 

Mumbai, Dated the 13lh April, 2007. 

AWARD 

1 ^ Coinplai nant has filed tltis complaint under Section 
33-A ol ilndustnal Disputes Act staling that reference is 
pcndingjfor adjudication. Meanwhile Corporate Office of 
ihc Opppiicnl by order dt. 3-10-2006 has directed Site 
Dirccloii Tarapur to grant site location allowance w.e.f. 


1-10-2006 and deduct the cash of the concessions such as 
free electricity units beyond 30 to 75 units, subsitfy beyond 
the free electricity bills, concession in licence fee, 
compensatory allowance and tribal area allowance. Subject 
matter of said deduction is covered in the dispute raised 
by the Complainant. Besides said decision was objected 
by complainant by letter dt. 6-10-2006. When reference 
was pending the above referred decision of deduction was 
taken without permission of the Court. So it is prayed that 
Opponent be directed not to withdraw the concession given 
since 1969 and ordered to extend it as it was. 

2. When complaint was posted for filing reply both 
parties pursued to take complaint before Lok Adalat and 
by Ex-8 and 9 they settled the subject matter out of Court in 
the Lok Adalat dt. 13-4-2007. Hence the order: 

ORDER 

Vide Exh-8 and 9 Complaint is disposed of in Lok 

Adalat. 

Date: 13-4-2007 

A. A. T AD, Presiding Officer 
Complaint No. CGIT 2/4 of2006 
in 

(Reference No. CGIT-2/80 of 200^1 

Ex-8 

ShriH.K. Bhalerao. Advocate with 

Shri Utpal Kumar Present for Management 

Shri MCN Rcdd\ Present for Association. 

The Association withdraws the complaint by its 
application dated 15-2-2007. The application is taken on 
the record. 

Submitted to the Honble Tribunal. 

Sd/- Sd/- Sd/- 

(H.K. Bhalarao) (Utpal Kumar) (M.C.N. Reddy) 
1344)7 13-4-07 

Sd/- Sd/- 

(Jaiprakash Sawant) (L.K Pande) 

Advocate on Panel Representative 

Sd/- 

(S.N. Mishra) 

Seen 

Sd/- 

Presiding Officer 
13-4-07 
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Exfa.-^ 

BEFORE THE CWTRAL GOVERNMENT 
DWUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL NO. 2, MUMBAI 
Complaint No. CGIT 2/4 of 2006 

Tarapur Atomic Power Station 
Employees Association (T^psea), 

Tarapur ... Complaiiiant(s) 

1. Director (HR), NPCIL, Mumbai 

2. Site Director, TM Site, Tarapur 

3 Station Director, TAPS 1 & 2, Tarapur 

,.. Opponent(s) 

APPUCATION OF THE COMPLAINANT (!5) UNION 
ABOVEKEFERRED 

Seen 

Sd/- 

Presiding Officer; 

May it Please Yonr Honour: 

1, In the above matter, the Opponents have agreed 
to pay Site Location Allowance, which was not 

being paid earlier by the O^jpone nts, ly wrongly 

linking to the iSsues being adjwilicated upon by 
the Hon’ble Tribitnal under reference CGIT 
No. 2/80 of2002. 

Z The Opponents have even paid arrears and 
maintained the status quo with regards to the 
agreement dated 17-8-2000 with a view to 
nuiintain industrial harmony in an establishment 
like Tarapur Atomic Power Station, the 
Q>mplainant Union agree to witlidraw the ^ve 
complaint. 

Orders may, therefore be passed accordingly and 
the above complaint be disposed of 
At Mumbai, 

Dated 15th day of Feb. 2007. 

Sd/- Sd/- 

(V. Narayanan) i[M.C.N. Redtfy) 

Authorised Representative General Secretary 

VERIFICAIION 

I, M.C.N. Reddy, Gener^ Secretary of the Tarapur 
Atomic Power Station Employees Assochition do state on 
solemn affirmation that whatever stated above is true to 
my knowledge and belief and that I have not suppressed 
any material information from this HonWe Tribunal. 

AtMumbai, 

Dated 15thday of Fd). 2007 

Sd/- 

(M.C.N. Reddy) 
General Secretary 

Identified by me: 

Sd/- 

(V.Naiayarian) 

Authorised Representative 


M 21 2007 

'SRT.SIt. 1763.—1947 (1947 
14) ^ 17 % % 

67/1995) ^ 1, 

# ^ 21 -5-2007 ^ *IT I 

[■^T. R^-22012/103/1995-«nf ('ift-II) ] 

New Delhi, the 21st May, 2007 

S.O, 1763.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Goveitanent hMeby publish^ the Award (Ref No. 67/1995) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Asansol as showiwn the Aniiexure in the Industrial 
Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management ofECL andtheirwoikman, which was received 
by the Central Government on 21-5-2007. 

[No. L-22012/103/1995-IR(C-II)1 

AJAY KUMAR GAUR, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVT. INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNALrCUM-LABOUR COURT, 
ASANSOL 

Present: 

Sri Md. Sarferaz Khan, Presidii^Clteca- 

Reference No. 67 of 1995 

PARTIES: 

The Agent, 

Kumardihi ‘A’ Colliery ofE.C.L., 

Ukhra, Burdwan 

Vs. 

The Joint General Secretary, 

.Colliery Mazdoor Union, 

Ukhra, Burdwan 

REPRESENTlAnVES; 

For the Management ; Sri P.K. Das, Advocate. 

For the Union (Workinan); Sri M. Mukherjee, Advocate 
Industry: Coal State: West Bengal 

Dated the 4-4-2007 

AWARD 

In exercise of powers conferredby clause (d) of Sub¬ 
section (1) and Sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), Govt, of India 
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through the N^inistiy of Labour vide its Letter No. L-22012/ 
103/95-IR(C-^) dated 21-11-1995 has been pleased to refer 
the following {dispute for adjudication by this Tribunal. 

SCHEDULE 


The union has sought relief for setting aside the order of 
dismissal and to direct the management to reinstate the 
workman concerned with foil back wages along with other 
consequential benefit. 


"Whete the action of the management of Kumardihi 

(A) Coliieiy under Bankola Area of M/s. E.C.Ltd, 

PO : Ukjira, Distt.: Burdwan (W.B.) in dismissing 

vShn Ba|icha Ram Nayak, Ex. U.G. Loader w.e.f. 

20-3-9Lis justified or no^ If not, what relief the 

workma^ concerned is entitled to T 

2. On h iving received the Order No. L-22012/103/ 

dated 21-11-95 fi’om the Govt, of India, Ministry 
of Labour, Neiv Delhi for adjudication of the dispute, a 
reference case No. 67 of 1995 was registered on 5-12-95 
and according y an order to that effect was passed to issue 
notices to the respective parties through the registered 
post directing i hem to appear in the court on the date fixed 
and to file theii written statements along with the relevant 
documents and a list of witnesses in support of their claims. 
In pursuance (f the said order notices by the registered 
post were issued to the respective parties. Sri Manoj 
Mukheqee, Ad /ocate and Sri RK. Das, Advocate appeared 
in the court to represent the union and the management 
respectively a|id they filed their written statement in 
support of theii^ case. 

3. In brief compass the case ofthe union as set forth 

in its written sti tement is that Sh. Bancha Ram Nayak was 
a permanent employee as U.G. Loader of Kumardihi ‘A’ 
Colliery'of M/s.{E.C.Ltd. 

I 

4. The niain case of the union is that Sh. Bancha 
Ram Nayak waj compelled to remain absent from his duty 
w.e.f 30-4-90 dn account of his mental disbalance and he 
was undergoing medical treatment at Ranchi Mansik 
Arogyoshala, l^anke and due to such absenteeism the 
management h^ dismissed the delinquent employee from 
service on 20-3-91. 

5. The fiirther case of the union is that no enquiry' 
was held before ^smissingthe said workman or if held, the 
workman was nbt given any opportunity to defend himself 
before the enquiry ofheer nor he was intimated that enquiry 
was going to be jheld against him. 

6. It is alio the case of the union that before issuing 
dismi.ssal order jlhe management did not supply the copy 
of the enquiry iproceeding, its findings and proposed 
punislunent to tjie workman and as such the said order of 
dismissal is voi(|, illegal, ab initio and the same is fit to be 
set aside on tha^ score alone. 

7. It is fiirther claimed that by awarding capital 
punishment the Management has snatched away bread of 
workman in this|day of acute unemployment. The quantum 
of punishmenjt is claimed to be too harsh and 
disproportionat^ to the nature of the alleged misconduct. 


8. On the other hand the defence case of the 
management as per its written statement in short is that the 
instant dispute as raised by the union is entirely 
misconceived and the reference as referred by the 
appropriate govt, for adjudication before the Tribunal is 
without any bonafide ground or reasons and there exists 
no Industrial Dispute in the matter of dismissal of the 
workman concerned w.e.f 20-3-91. 

9. It is further defence case of the management that 
the workman concerned remained absent from duty w.e.f 
30-4-90 without any prior permission and without 
satisfactory cause resulting in issuance of chargesheet 
dated 9-5-90 under the provisions of Model standing Order 
applicable to the establishment vide clause 17{l)(d) and 
17(l)(n). The workman concerned is said to have failed to 
submit any explanation to the said chargesheet issued to 
him by the management. Consequently an independent 
enquiry officer was appointed by the management who 
having conducted and completed the enquiry proceeding 
submitted its report to the competent authority. The 
workman concerned in spite of all reasonable opportunity' 
failed to appear before the enquiiy officer and due to his 
non-appearance the ex-parte enquiry proceeding was held. 
The enquiry officer after concluding the enquiry 
proceeding submitted its report to the competent authority 
who having considered the enquiry proceeding together 
with its report, chargesheet and other connected papers 
dismiss the delinquent workman. 

10. The management has denied the averment made 
in para 3 of the written statement of the union and has 
stated that concerned workman never suffered on account 
of his mental disbalance and had ever underbone medical 
treatment at Ranchi Mansik Arogyashala, Kanke. The 
workman had never reported before the colliery management 
during the entire period of absence nor sent any written 
information stating the reason of his absence as such the 
action of the management is claimed to totally justified and 
the punishment is neither shocking or disproportionate in 
any manner. So the union is not entitled to seek any relief 
as claimed for. 

11. F rom perusal of the order sheets of the record it 
transpires tliat on 28-1 -98 a hearing was made on preliminary 
point and the validity and fairness of enquiry proceeding 
was held to be valid. The learned lawyer of the union had 
categorically admitted that there is no invalidity in the 
enquiry proceeding. Thereafter the record was fixed for 
final hearing on merit which was finally heard on 
27-4-05 and the award w as kept reserved for order. 

12. In view of the pleadings of both the parties and 
the materials available on the record I find certain facts 
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which are admitted one. So before entering into the 
discussion of the merit of the case I like to mention those 
facts which are admitted by the parties. 

13. It is admitted fact that the delinc[uent employee 
Sri Bancha Flam Nayak, U.G. Loader was a permanent 
employee of Kumardihi ‘A’ ColUeiy (rfthe M/s EOL. 

It is the next admitted fact that the workman 
concerned was absent from tus duty with effect from 
30-4-90 without any leave or prior permission and 
information of the management and acco rdingly he was 
charge sheehjd for his unauthorized absence from duty 
w.e.f 304-90 and for habitual absenteeism as well. 

14. It is the admitted case of the parties that due to 
non appearance of the workman concerned an ex p^e 
domestic enquiry was conducted by the managem^t in 
which the enquiry officer had held him guilty for committing 
the misconduct of unauthorized absence for the said 
relevant period in question together with the misconduct 
of habitual absenteeism for which the workman concerned 
was dismissed by the competent authority from his service 
on 20-3-91. 

15. It is also directly or indirectly admitted case of 
the parties that the workman concerned never reported 
before the colliery management during the entire period of 
absence nor any written intimation stating the reason Of 
his absence was submitted by the workman concerned to 
tlie management. 

16. It is the settle principle of law that the facts 
admitted need not be proved. Since all the aforesaid facts 
are admitted one So I do not think proper to discuss the 
same in detail. 

17. The management in para 1 and 2 of its written 
statement has taken the plea that the instant reference is 
bad in the eye of law as the same is not legall)^ maintainable. 
It is also pleaded that in the prevailing facts and 
circumstances of the case the dispute is misconceived one. 
But the aforesaid issue was neither raised nor pressed by 
the management during the course of the hearing of the 
said reference. The management has neither examined any 
oral witness m?r tendered even a chit of pap<5r in support of 
Its plea. As such I do not find aiiy defect in the 
maintainability of the said reference and the facts of the 
case very well come under the purview of Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947. The Govt, of India through the Ministry 
of Labour has rightly referred the dispute to this Tribunal 
for its adjudication ahd as such this issue is decided in 
favour of the union and against the management. 

18. On perusal of the record it transpires that none 
of the parties has examined any oral witness in support of 
their case. The record further goes to show that the 
management has produced some Xerox copies of certain 
documents. The Xerox copies of the charge sheet, enquiry 
proceeding along with its findings, order of dismissal, 
extract of attendance sheet, postal receipts notice ofenquiiy 


and paper cuttings of the publication of the notice have 
be^ filed onbehalf of the managemeitf. Likewise the union 
had filed the medical certificate of fitness dated 21-11-92 
granted by a doctor along with the prescriptions for the 
treatment dated 14-7-90, 18-2-91 and 22-2-92. These 
documents were filed on the last day of argument of the 
caspie. on274-05. The documents filed by the side of the 
management are official letters which are admitted one as 
the contents and genuineness of the same have, hot been 
challenged by the side of the union where as the 
management has denied in para 11 of its written statement 
that the workman concerned had ever suffered on account 
of his mental disbalance and he never undergone medical 
treatment at Ranchi Mansik Arogyashala, Kanke. 

19. From perusal ofthe record it transpires that the 
enquiry officer had sent the notice of enquiry to the 
workman concerned at his home address by registered post 
as per ‘B’ form on 27-7-90,3-10-90,5-11-90 and 29-12-90 
giving details of place of enquiry, time and date of enquiry 
to be held in respect of the charge leveled against him. 
Three postal receipts notices of enquiry of different date 
and the cuttings of the paper publication in respect of the 
last date and of enquiry fixed. Those all documents go to 
show that due and proper information about the scheduled 
date of enquiry was sent to the workman concerned which 
were returned undelivered. The sery^ of notice will be 
deemed to be just, proper and legal in me eye of law, when 
a communication is sent on proper address it is presumed 
that it was received in due course of time. Through the 
notices date, time and place of enquiry was duly intimated 
to the worlonan concerned. So the plea of the workman 
that no opportunity of hearing was given to him does not 
appear to be cogent and convincing. Besides this during 
the tmie of hearing on the preliminary point the learned 
lawyer for the union admitted that there was no invalidity 
in the enquiry proceeding and as such the enquiry was 
held to be just, fair and proper. It is further clear from enquiry 
proceeding and the findings of the enquiry officer that one 
Manik Chand Gorai, Time keeper and Sri S.K. Ganguly, 
another staff of the management were examined and they 
had given their statement before the enquiry officer. Both 
the witnesses have categorically stated that the delinquent 
employee was unauthorizedly absent from his du^^ w.e.f. 
304-90 to up to date without any prior permission or 
information and without any satisfectory cause. They have 
further stated that the workman concerned is a habitual 
absentee. The G & C forms were also submitted in support 
of their contention which indicates that the workman 
concerned had only 77 attendance up to 294-!90. The 
workman is said to be still absent from his duty. Leave 
record was also produced before the enquiry officer in 
Older to show that the delinquent employee had not applied 
for any leave. Apart from this the service record was also 
produced which go to show the past blemish record of the 
workman concerned. 
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20. Having gone through the entire facts 
circumstanjce, enquiry proceedings along with its report 1 
find that the workman concerned was admittedly absent 
from his duly w.e.f 8-7-96 to 19-11-% i.e. about fourmonths 
continuously without any prior permission and information 
to the management. The enquiry officer has rightly held 
him guilty {for habitual absenteeism and an unauthorized 
absence fro^ duty during the said relevant period for which 
the workmkn concerned definitely deserves some suitable 
punishment for the alleged misconduct as per the provision 
prescribed m the Model Standing Order applicable to the 
establishment. 

1 

21. Now the only main point for consideration before 
the court isjto see as to how far the punishment of dismissal 
awarded tojthe delinquent employee by the management is 
just, propei and proportionate to the alleged proven nature 
of misconquct. 

22. ieard the learned counsel of both the parties in 
detail on tl e aforesaid point in question. It was submitted 
by the sice of the union that it is a simple case of 
unauthoriz ;d absence and the absence from the duty during 
the relevant period is duly explained and the reasons of 
absence su pported with the prescription and the medical 
certificate have been found to be sufficient and relevant 
one It is fr rther submitted that the medical certificate and 
the preset iptial|( granted by the Doctor Tushar Kanti 
Ganguli, C ‘onsulting Neuro Phychiatrist, Ranchi Mansik 
Arogya Sliala, Kanke, Ranchi, Bihar to show that the 
workman concerned was suffering from Dyothymic 
Disorder (1 ^fental illness) and was under his treatment for 
the said d sease w.e.f. 10-3-90 to 21-12-92. It was also 
submitted that the charges levelled against the workman 
concerned can't be said to be a gross misconduct and in 
that conte: f the attention of the court was drawn towards 
the provision of the Model Standing Order where the 
extreme p imishment prescribed is dismissal as per the 
gravity of the misconduct and it was claimed that the 
e.xtreme p( malty can not be imposed upon the delinquent 
workman i n such a minor case of alleged misconduct. 

23. On the other hand the learned lawyer for the 
managemint submitted that it is not a simple case of 
unauthori:^ absence for a short period rather the workman 
was absent! from his duty w.e.f 30-4-90 to 21-11-92 without 
any sanctioned leave, without prior permission and 
mlbrmatidn to the management. Besides this he was also 
charge shpeted and held guilty for the misconduct of 
habitual ^senteeism. The workman concerned has got 
chequered! conduct. So far the unauthorized absence in 
concerneij, several times he was suspended for his 
misconduct but he did not rectify himself and went or 
repeating jthe same misconduct. So in view of the aforesaid 
facts and <jircumstances of the case the punishment is just 
and proper and the same can't be said to be 
disproporfronate. 


24. From the perusal of the record it transpires that 
the workman concerned has been charge sheeted for 
unauthorized absence w.e.f 30-4-90 continuously without 
permission and without satisfrictory cause for more that 10 
days under clause 17(1 )n and &«■ habitual without leave 
and without sufficient cause under Section 17(l)d of the 
Model Standing Order applicable to the establishment. The 
union has taken the plea in para 3 of its written statement 
that Bancha Ram Nayak was compelled to remain absent 
from his duty w.e.f 30-4-90 on account of his mental 
disbalance and he was undergoing mental treatment at 
Ranchi Mansik Arogya Shala, Kanke and in support of the 
said contention a medical fitness certificate granted by 
one Dr. Tushar Kanti Ganguly of Ranchi Mansik Arogya 
Shala has been filed. It is mentioned therein that the 
workman concerned was under his treatment for mental 
illness w.e.f 10-3-90 to 21-11-92. Three prescriptions starting 
from 14-7-90,18-2-91 and 27-2-92 has also been filed There 
is no prescription to show that the workman concerned 
was examined or treated w.e.f 10-3-90 by the said doctor. 
None of the prescription covers the period of 30-4-90 to 
9-5-90 or up to 13-7-90 for which the workman has been 
charge sheeted for an unauthorized absence without any 
leave, prior permission or information to the management. 
There is no explanation to justify the absence from duty 
for the said relevant period in question. There is vital 
contradiction between the period of treatment by the doctor 
and the treatment prescription. As such the medical fitness 
and the prescription of treatment starting w.e.f 14-7-90 
beyond the period of absence is not at all helpful to the 
delinquent employee. This medical fitness certificate 
together with the treatment prescriptions were produced 
in the Court at the verv' fag end of the argument of this 
case. This aspect of the fact itself creates doi^t m the 
existence of these certificates. I foiled to understand as to 
why these documents if available, were not filed or 
produced in the court earlier. The management could not 
get the opportunity to rebut the same. The so called medical 
certificate relied upon and produced are all certificates 
which are obtained to resume the job to show his fitness. 
There are no medical certificates which are produced during 
the course of the period when he was subsent from duty to 
show that he was in fact suffering during that period from 
any such disease or mental depression. The subsequent 
certificate produced almost after a long span of time by the 
workman to indicate his fitness can not be a ground or 
justification for remaining absent for 2 years and 8 months. 
In that view of the matter the so called justification relied 
upon his no basis whatsoever on the ground that he was 
mentally unfit. Accordingly the aforesaid contention of 
the learned counsel of the workman are fit to be rejected. 

25. The enquiry' officer and the witnesses of the 
management have clearly slated that two times he was 
suspended for his unauthorized absence. The fact is afso 
admitted by the union during course of the argument. 
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Besides this the service record of this woxkttian is also not 
good as his attendance during the year 1989 is only 77 
days and only 35 days in 1990. As per theiindings of the 
enquiry officer the woiicinan was^wqnnded lot of times 
for unauthorized absence but there is no improvcmei^. In 
the present case the workman has already been warned in 
past even su^nded several times. In ^nte of the same he 
continues to be a habitual offender by continuously 
remaining absent. In the aforesmd light of the fact the 
awarding of penalty of dismissal cannot he treated as 
disproportionate or shocking the coiBcience of the court. 

26. The scope of interference with punishment 
awarded by the disciplinary authority is very limited and 
unless the punishment is shoddn^y disprqiKHtioiime the 
court can nm interfere with the same; ^ the employee 
having failed to show any mitigatii^ circumstances in his 
favour the punishment awarded by the authorities can not 
be characterized as disproportionate os shocking. 

27. In view of the above facts; circumstance, 
evidence and the discussion made above I am satisfied to 
hold that the punishment dismissal awarded to the 
delinquent employee is just, prop^ and prc^>ortionate to 
the alleged proven misconduct as such it is hereby 

OREHSBED 

that let the “reference" be and the same is diamssed 
on contest. Send the copies of the award to the Ministry of 
Labour, Govt, ofjndia. New Delhi for infsrmation and 
needful. The reference is accordingly disposed of. 

MD. SARFARAZ KHAN, Piesi^g Officer 
21 ^, 2007 

'SFT.arr. i 764 .—1947 (1947 

^ 14 ) ^ «lRr .17 % "qw. % 

aft? “3^ suilwtf % iiN; 9 ^^ 

(# 5 ^ TR5II4/2000) %1 t, 

^ ^ 21-05-2007 «n I 

T!:?I-22012/265/1999-31!n» m ) ] 

Delhi, the 2l5tMay, 2007 

S.O. 1764.—In purstumce of Section 17 M the 
Industrial Duties Act, 1947 (14 erf 1947), ^ Central 
Government hereby publishes the Aiivaid:(Ref. No. A/2O0O) 
of tlie Centra Govonmem Industrial Tr33Kmel^cam4abom 
Court, Asmisol as 4)own in tlie Annexureis the Industrial 
Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management ofECL and their workmen, which was received 
by the Central Government on 21-05-2007. 

■ [No.L-22012/265/1999^IR(CM-II)] 
AJAY KUMAR GAUR, De^ Officer 


fflTORElHE CEN11UL GOVERNMENT 
IND^83iaALTRmiMAI/CUh^ 

ASAN80L 

v^^RiaeNT: 

Sar&raz Khan, Pre&chng Officer 
Notiof 2000 

mxms: 

The Agon, Ka^)ahari (R) Colliery, ECL. 

Versus 

The Oiganismg Secretary, Colliery Mazdoor Sabha, 
G. T. Road, Asansol, Burdwan. 

MFRIBENIAIWES: 

' For the Ji^ragement 1 ' Sii P. K; Goswami, 
Advocate 

For the Union ; Sri K.D. Prasad, 

^ ^ (^ll^nianan) Advocate 

INDUSTRY; Coal STATE: West Bengal 

Dated the21-2-2007 

In exerdse of powers confered by dause (d) of Sub¬ 
section (l)’and sub-^sedtion 2(A) (tf Section 10 of the 
Industrial Dispi^ Act; 1947 (14 of1947), Government of 
India through the Ministry of Labour vide its letter 
No. L-22012/265/-99-IR(C. M.ii).dated 6-1.2000 has been 
pleased to re^ the blowing; dispate for adjudication by 
thisTrtatal. 

“Whether the action of the management in not 
leguimizing^iri BsnodePandey asOq) Lamp Fitter 
&om <Lamp Cleaning Mazdoor is justified ? If not, 
what relM tlw'weikman is oititled to get ?" 

After havingiecdved the Order No. L-22012/26i5/99- 
IR (CM. n) dated 6-l-2000cf the afbie^d reference fiom 
the Govt, of indiarMimstiy^af Labotn, New Delhi, for 
adjudication of the dilute, a reference case No. 4 of2000 
was registered on 18-1-2000/10-10-2001 and accordingly 
an order to that effect was passed to issue notices to the 
reflective pmties fiirough registered post directing 
th^ tpai^iearin the cowt <m the date fixed and file their 
written staternems alorigwith the xelevarit documents and 
a list ofwitnesses in srq^wiirt t^^ In pmsuance of 

the s^ e r der ^a rt i cei; wetg awted ^ the 'paity>ooncemed 
1^ theregi^eied^poal. Slip. K^ Goswai^ Advoeale and Sri 
K. D. Prasad, Advocate iq^ieared in the Coaitto];q>resent 
the Management and the IMon resrpectivety and the Union 
filed the written statement i» support of itscase. 


2646GI/07—15 
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From the perusal of the record it transpires that the 
case was ^xed for filing written statement on behalf of the 
Managenlent, but the same could not be filed even after 
several ac^oumment. It is further clear from the record that 
the Unionj left taking any step iii its behalf w.e.f 21-9-06. 
Again frejsh notice was issued to the union which was 
received the Union on 2-8.-06. But in spite of the personal 
service ofithe notice nobody turned up to take any suitable 
step in tl4s case. These all facts and circumstances go to 
indicate tjiat the union has lost its interest and does not 
want to iwrsue the record. In the prevailing facts and 
circumstapces of the case it is not proper to keep the record 
pending sipy more in anticipation of the appearance of the 
union to talce suitaWe step on its behalf. As such it is 
hereby i 

ORMKED 


COMPLAINT NO. CGIT-1/3 OF 2004 
IN 

Reference No. CGIT-62 of2003 

PARTIES: 

National Federation of Telecom Employees 
B. S. N. L. Union ... Complaintants 

Versus 

Telecom Factory ,., Opposite Party 

APPEARANCES: 

For the Management ; Mr. M. B. Anchan, Adv. 

For the Workman : Ms. Rajnana Todankar, 

Adv. 


tliat let a “No Dispute Awarded” be and the same is passed. 
Send the (jopies of the order to the Govt, of India, Ministry 
of Labouii New Delhi for information and needful. The 
reference jis accordingly disposed of 

Md. SARFARAZ KHAN, Presiding Officer 


! 212007 

'gpT.^. 1765.—arftrfwt, 1947 
(1947 ^ 14) ^ 17 % -^KcpTT 

3i|<. =h4obltf 

% ft* 

WIT "q. # # ^-1/3 2004) ^ wflitT 

t, ^ 21-05-2007 l^Tf qi | 

! 

I [^.'<^-40011/12/2002-311^ 

'Srfqqjffl 

New Delhi, the 21st May, 2007 


S.O[ 
Industrial 
Governn^ 
Complainij 
Industriaii 
shown in 
the emplo^i 
Factory a 
Central 


1765.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Disputes Act, 1947 (^4 of 1947), the Central 
nt hereby publishes the Award (Ref No. 
No. CGrT-1/3 of2004) cfthe Central Gwemment 
Tribunal-cum-Labour Court No. 1, Mumbai as 
^e Armexure in the Industrial Dispute between 
ers in relation to the management of Telecom 
their workman, which was received by the 
emment on 21-05-2007. 


Gdv) 


id 


! [No.L40011/12/2002-IR(DU)] 

! SURENDRA SINGH, Desk Officer 

I ANNEXURE 

4 ORE THE CENTRALGOVERNlVpNT 
USTRIALTRIBUNALNO. 1,MUMBAI 

PRESENT: 

Justjce GhanshyamDass, Presiding Officer 


Holding for Shri J. Sawant, 
Adv. 

State : Maharashtra 

Mumbai dated the 3rd day of May 2007 

AWARD 

1. This is a complaint under Section 33 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (hereinafter referred to as the 
Act) by the The National Federation of Telecom Employees 
B. S. N. L. Union, Circle Office, Telecom Factory Circle, 
Deonar against Telecom Factory BSNL Deonar, Mumbai. 

2. It is alleged that despite the pendency of the 
Reference CGIT-1/62 of 2003 the Management of 
B, S. N. L. has issued a notice dt. 23-3-2004 informing the 
workmen availing of subsidized departmental but transport 
facility at a increased rate w.e.f 1-4-2004, which means a 
change of service conditions. This action is totally illegal 
in view of the pendency^ of the aforesaid reference in which 
the Tribimal has to consider the following terms of 
reference: 

“Whether the action of the Management of Telecom 
Factory, Deonar, Mumbai in discontinuing the 
Transport allowance w*e.f. 31-10-2001 to its 
employees without following any legal provisions is 
legal and justified ? If not, to what relief the workmen 
concerned are entitled to ?” 

3. The matter is contested by Telecom Factory which 
has filed the written statement dt. 15-4-2004. It is alleged 
that the National Federation of Telecom Employees Union 
was not a party to the aforesaid reference and this Union 
has no locus standi to move the complaint. Further the 
increase in subsidized Bus Transport is not a change in 
service condition and hence, the complaint is not 
maintainable. Further, the terms of reference of CGIT 62 of 
2003 is different to the matter involved in the present 
complaint and for this reason also the complaint is not 
maintainable. 




[MHII—7Sr53(ii)] 
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4. The following issues were firamed: 

(1) Whether the Opponent Management has 
contravened the provmons of Section 33 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 by issuing the 
Notice dated 23-3-2604 for inaease in bus fare 
during the pendency (^a^odication proceeding 
in Reference No. CGlt-I/62 of2003 ? 

(2) What orders ? 

5. The Union filed the affidavit (rfShri A. G. Kan^e 
in lieu of his examination in chief in support of the con^laint. 
He has been cross examined by the learned counsel for the 
Management. 

6 . The Management has filed the {iffidavit of 

Shri V. Narayanan, in lieu of his examin ^ohin chi^. 
has been cross examined the w 

Union wherein he has adnnttM®! he had d^sed in 
evidence in CGrr-62 rf2003 that at the instaiKt; (^afimial 
Federaticm of Telecom Employees BSNL Umon, die Cented* 
Government has referred this Industrial Dii^tute. 

7.1 have heard the learned co^d for ^ ptitties 
and perused t^ written sdimisdous naade by the learDed 
counsel for the management. 

8. FINDINGS: 

The main emphaSK is being givra by the learned 
counsel for die Management on die p(^ tlie Rderraice 
No. 62 of2003 lias alreatfy been decided by tliis Tribm^ 
vide Judgement order dt. 21-11-2006 and hence:, the present 
con^laint does not survive. 

9.1 have perused the judgement of the CGlT-62 of 
2003. It has been held therein that stoppage of Transport 
allowance has been rightly made after following due 
procedure and issuance of Notice under Section-9 of the 
Act. However, Uie Management has not been laeld entitled 
to recover the Transmit allowance already paid to the 
workman sim^, the notice under Section 9-A of the Act 
could not be implemented with retroi^ctive effect. 

10. In this view of the ipatter, now the claim of 
subsidized.Transport allowance does not survive and that 
being so the management has a right to increase the 
Transit charges in accordance with law but it shmild 
not have been made by the Management during the 
pendency of the aforesaid reference. 

11. However, looking to the facts and circmnstances 
of the instant matter, I conclude that the complaint needs 
no action at this juncture and the same is herdjy diKnissed. 

Justiaj GHANSHYAM DASS, Presiding Officer 

21 2007 

1766.—1947 (1947 


^ 7/2005) '^3ra5I^ 

t, -ait ^17-05-2007 31?^ laiT I 

[U 1^-12012/190/2004-3?!^ SIR (^-II) ] 

New Delhi, the 21st May, 2007 

S.O. 1766.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes die Award (Ref. No. 7/2005) 
of the Central GovemmMit Industrial Trfounal-cum-Labour 
Court, Bangalore as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Di^iute between the management dfCo||porai^ 
Baidc, and.their wc^anen, which was receiv^^ i^ CsUial 
Govenanem 17^r!^ 

AI^DEXtJRE 

DailJSliaAi.liaBlJNAL-€GM4ABOimCQI^ 

B/^GAIXHK 

PBES£NT: 

Shri A. R. Siddiqm, Presiding Officer 
C.RNo. 7/2005 

Sim PmdRkhardD'Souza, 

S/oDouisSouM, ; ^ 


R/o Ra^vfis^a €ol(^. 



Mangidadevi Tmi^Ic Road, 


P. B. No. 88, Mangalore, 

Mangalore-575001 . 

AWARD 

1. The Central GovmmicBt by foe powers 

conferredby clause (d) of sifo-sectimi 2A of foe Section 10 
of the IndusUialDiapates Act, 1947 has referredjthis di^me 
vide Order No. L-12012/190/2004-IR (B-II) dated 
27th December 2004 for acyudication on the foUbWhig 
schedule: 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the management of 
Corporation Baifo in dismissing Shri Paul Richard 
b’Souza from service vide order dated 20-7-2002 is 
legal and justified ? If not, to what rehef the concerned 
woduoan mititled to 7” 
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2. Thej first party workman while, challenging the 
dismissal order dated 20>7-2002 passed against him, as 
illegal and mnjust, challenging the enquiry findings as 
pe'verse anjd arbitrary, also, challenged the enquiry 
proceedings jconducted against him on both the charge- 
sheets separately, as opposed to the principles of natural 
justice den>fng him reasonable opportunity to defend 
Itiinself. j 


3. 

other hand 
of enquirj’ o 
the two ch 
principles of 
ofllcers ren 
based upon 
that the 
verj' much 
gravity of thfc 


The management by its counter statement on the 
a sserted and maintained that the proceedings 
(inducted against the first party separately on 
^rgesheets, were in accordance with the 
natural justice, the findings of the enquiry 
dered separately on thetwo chargesheets were 
^ifficient and legal evidence, further contended 
issal order passed against the first party is 
^gal and justified and proportionate to the 
misconihict conunitted by him. 


disth 


4. Keeping in view the respective contentions of the 
parties with 
of the enquli 
following pr«l 


iry proceedingf; this tribunal framed the 
iminarv issue; 


"Wheliher the Domestic Enquiry conducted against 
the fifst party by the second party is fair and 
propeij T 


5. Thej management, during the course of trial of the 
said issue, Examined the enquiry officer as MWl who 
conducted ttte enquiry on chargesheet dated 1-6-2000 by 
filing his amdavit evidence and in his examination chief 
got markeq 20 documents at Ex. Ml to M20. The 
managemen|[ examined MW2, the enquiry officer who 
conducted jthe enquiry into the chargesheet dated 
22-1-2001 aid in his further examination chief got marked 
19 documems at Ex. M21 to M39. The first parly did not 
adduce any Evidence and afier having heard the learned 
counsels for the respective parties, this tribunal by order 
dated 6-2-2007 recorded a finding to the effect tliat both 
enquiries cojnducted against the fkst party were fair and 
proper. Thejreupon, the matter , came to be posted for 
arguments be heard on merits. When the matter was 
taken up fojr hearing on 29-3-2007, learned counsel 
representindthe first party workman was not available and 
whereas, after hearing the learned counsel for the 
management the matter is posted this day for award. 


6. Learned counsel for the management argued that 
the findings of the enquiry officers separately rendered in 
holding the first part>' guilty of the charges leveled against 
him in tvvoj separate chargesheets marked before this 
tribunal at Ep. MI and M21 holding the first party guilty, 
have been iciy much proved by sufficient and legal 
ex'idence and that the reasoning assigned by the enquiry 
officers in holding the workman guilty of the charges are 
well founded, supported by valid and cogent reasonings 
and thcrefoije. by no stretch of imagination it can be said 


that they suffered from any perversity. Learned counsel 
further submitted that there being no arguments advanced 
for the first party highlighting any factual or legal defects 
in the findings of the enquiry officers, the validity and 
legality or justification of tlie dismissal order passed against 
the first party remains unquestioned and unchallenged, 

7. I find substance in the arguments advanced for 
the management. Having regard to the fact that the DE 
enquiries held against the first party have been held to be 
fair and proper by the finding recorded by this tribunal, the 
only important rather the next question to be considered 
was "whether the findings of the enquiry officers suffered 
from any perversity or arbitrariness”. If the answer to the 
said question is to be recorded in the affirmative, then the 
next question to be considered would be "whether the 
punishment of dismissal passed against the first party was 
proportionate to the gravity of the misconduct committed 
by him”. Before going to advert upon the aforesaid two 
questions, it is worthwhile to bring on record the allegations 
of the charges made against the first party in the first 
chargesheet dated 1-6-2000 runniiig as under:— 
Chargesheet 

"You were working as Clerk at Madabahi branch of 
tlie Bank between tlie period lLt-1997 to 26-2-2000. It 
is reported against you as follows : 

That with mala fide intention, in collusion with 
Shri G. V. Prasanna Kumar, Clerk (now under 
suspension) then working at the branch, on 
10-5-1999 you fraudulently transferred the amount 
of subsidy aggregating Rs. 12,515, received by the 
branch under IRDP Scheme in respect of the 
beneficiaries detailed below, which were held under 
Sundry Liabilities. Subsidy Reserve Fund Accounts 
at the branch to an unrelated Sundry Deposit 
Account fraudulently opened by you in the name of 
"Prakash”. 


S. Name of the 
No. Beneficiary 

IRDPA/c 
No. and 
date of 
sartetion 

Loan 

amount 

Rs. 

Amount 
of subsidy 
received 
by the 
branch 
Rs. 

I. Puttaraj 

6/99 

1-2-1999 

9,000 

1,500 

2. Rajamma 

7/99 

1-2-1999 

9,000 

2.250 

3. Appu Achari 

8/99 

1-2-1999 

lO.tXX) 

2,345 

4. Lokesh 

9/99 

1-2-1999 

15,(XX) 

2,670 

5. Parvatamma 

10/99 

27-2-1999 

15,000 

3,750 



Total 

12.515 
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That rdating to the afbiesaid frattdtilent transaction, 
you prepared the relative transfer dci^ and credit vouchers 
with misleading nanations. That while in the h ansfer ddtit 
voucher dated 10-5-1999, you mentioaed that the amount 
debited is being transferred to IRDP account, on the other 
hand in the transfer credit voucher dated 10^5-1999, you 
mentioned that amount beipg credited^ Sos^ Deposit 
AcCcHsnt Ptittan^, thenp^oceiidis elMK][u» 

sent to St^e Bank of Mystne, Bimgidi^/llikttDward^ 
aforesaid credit, you, initially recorded the irntry in the 
name of ‘Maiyula’ in folio No. 40 of the Sundry Deposit 
Register, however thereafter by crnicdling the said entry 
you again recorded the same in the name (^Prakash in the 
folio No. 4 of Sundry deposit register with misleading 
narration “cheque on SBM, MNB”. 

That cm 24-yi999in ocdhiskm wkh Sfei G. V Piasanna 
Kumar, you ca\:^d withdrawal of the ^oresmd amount of 
RsJL2,515 in cashfrom ^mdry Deposit Accouikheidunder 
the name of Pralmsh thrrmgh a cash dd^it voucher dated 
24-5-1999 prejKued by Shri PsasmEm^ Kumar and ther^ 
both of you mssappropiiated tife same. 

That with a view to oancd ;^ aforesai d acts from 
the knowlet^e of the Bank, you in collusion with 
Shii PFa^maKiun^caasc44ampeiing/de$^iGtion n^f the 
relative folios of the 
SI. Nos. 1Q5 to ^08 contaniktg^ 
pertaining to IRDP subsidy. 

That your aforesaid acts have^iaused ftfia^ loss 
to the extern 1^5®^^ - 

8:'A£pef 

in all four charges level^ agr«»st ^#e^|]^ity. t^ 
one reading to the effect that the first party liaudulentiy 
withdrew an amount rrfRs. 7,(K)0 by fictitiously crediting 
an amount ofRs. 7,385 to the aecomtt (rfthe branch namdy, 
SB Account No. 695 ofSluiRajeGowdaasd made an attempt 
to conceal the alrove said fraudulent withdrawal made by 
him. Charge No. 2 against the first party was to the effect 
that he fraudulently withdrew a sum of Rs 19,600 on 
22-4-1999 by fictitiously crediting an amount of 
Rs. 19,665.30 on 9-3-1999 in SB Account No. 695 of said 
Raje Gowda and concealed the above said fraudulent 
withdrawal; Oiar^ No. 3 agai^luMxead to tlie ^fect that 
he entered va fictitkhis liedgir^ Folk> of SB 

Account Not 1345 to MSCShri B. S. Yuvaraj far Rs. 1,000 
purportedly being cash received for credit to the said 
account in Binder No. 2 and altered the Amount originally 
written as Rs. 1400 toRs. 2400 in the subsidiary sheet of 
the said Binder. The last charge against the fir st party was 
that he issuedfour cheques for Rs. 5,000 each in favour of 
Shri Raje Gowda without maintainii^ sufficient balance 
and retained with him the three withdrawal slips drawn on 
the account of Shri Gowda. 

9. From the reading of the findings of the eirquiiy 
officer coming to the first charge sheet, it can, be seen that 


the management to estaUish the charges of misconduct 
leveled against him» mfeiied to mpra, examined the 


£xs,Ml to M34. The relm^t obsavationsandze^ 
givmi by die enqoiiy officer in coming to the conclusion 


padymaon^pages ^ 

“The evi^eea^t^i^ssi^'^^e' 
docum^taiy clearly e^lish toat the amount of 
subsidy of Rs. 12,515 leceivedby thebranchin respect 


MatnUtfesaecCiiim^m the bMdi had been 
withdrawn affer transferring the amount to an 
unrelated sundry deposit account fraudulenffy 
opened^in the name of Piakakh and that‘certain 
insiders are involved in the said fraudtdent act. 


, Having answered issue No. 1 above, in the affbma^ 
let me ocamme the other issues mvolved mthe matter 
to amye at alogical conclusion. 

t The evidence on record indicate toat the debit and 
corresponding credit slip dated 10-5-1999 for 
Rs. 12,515 ^h prepared foT fraadulen% transfer of 
juncmBtfrom 3uiuhy l^bdity-l^teufy^R^ 
Accoum^to 

name (^Prak^ were handwriting of the CSO. 

Further, the evidi^ce on record also ii^cafe the' 
relative credit entry for Rs. 12,515 recorded in the 


Ims been examined as MWS dtmngthe enquiry has 
identffied toehamlwrifinp ctf €SQ in tte afbr^id 
records. As already discussed above, tliesc 
vouchers and entry cbted 10-5-1999 recorded ki the 
mpst^ were contmning 



(DWl)^ in his depositioit has however, stated that 
acting on the instruction of Shri Ashok Kumar, 
Branch Manager (MW3), he had prepared the 
aforesaid vouchers mackfdhe relative entry in 
the Sundry deporit regiAenii|ii^^ further stoted 
that the voucltors were prajlifadpifi’^the pre^^ims 
day ifseff and handed over has furiher 

stated that Shri Ashc^ Kumtt f ii g i lWf^ had c<»ne to 
thebrandiim 10-5-1999. Th^SStiUldS writtenmi^ 
as to this aiqject has conteitoed that toe CSO had 
prq)ared the vouches mechaniflally at the instance 
ofMW3 andbeingasdbst^pr«#ole,hewashaviiig 
limited knowledge <rf ttonsacfion. However, the 
circumstantial ai«l otoer evidences on record indicate 
that these contentions are not baj^ on any fed and 
instead it is only an afrertodug^ on their part. 
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Shri K. Suresh Piabhu, MW4 who was holding charge 
of the Branch on 10-5-1999, in his cross examination 
has a itegorically stated that Shri Ashok Kumar 
(MWl) had not attended the office on 
10-5-1999. The leave application submitted by MW3 
and al so letter dated 18-3-1999 of Regional Office, 
Hassa a regarding recredit of4he unutilised portion 
of the leave (both marked as Ex. M23) prove that 
MW3 was on leave tm 10-5-1999. 

Even j assuming but not admitting that the CSO had 
prepa ed the vouchers at the instance of MW3 and 
he is t( ►tally innocent in the matter, the question arises 
why h e should prepare the vouchers relating to the 
transaction with misleading narrations and also 
showi ig the beneficiary names differently at different 
places. 

These inisl^^ng nairafions^' imsieading nameS'&id 
also recording the entry of the transaction in one 
folio in some name and thereafter re-recording the 
name in another folio of the register by cancelling 
the ea rlier entry together in different name clearly 
suggest that they were not made either out of 
ignorance or unknowingly instead they were 
delibe rate acts on the pmt of ^udster with itiala fide 
intention to facilitate the fraudulent withdrawal of 
the ail Lount. 

As all eady discussed above, the aforesaid amount 
of Rs. 12,515 transferred to Sundry Dqaosit Account 
in the name of Prakash was sitosequently withdrawn 
in cas \ on 24-5-1999 from t^ ^id account through 
a with< !iawaislipprq)aiedmtlk&n8roe of ShriPr^cash. 
The e^dence in record discussed above establish 
that Frakash who had purported to have received 
the amount of Rs. 12,515 is not the true beneficiary 
instead in all probability a fictitious person. Shri 
Nagrsj, who has been examined as Management 
witne: r$ MW2 in his deposition, while confirming 
that h i had authorized the aforesaid cash debit slip 
dated Z4-5-1999 pertaining to the withdrawal of the 
amoui It has further deposed that entry in question 
recorc ed in the sundry (kposit register indicated that 
the aiaount held therein was the proceeds of the 
chequ & on MNG and that as such he made enquiries 
with ti le CSO as to keepii^ the amount imder Sundry 
Depoj it Account and that the CSO in turn stated 
that he knew the beneficiary and since the party’s 
accoufit could not be opened the same was kept in 
Sundr y Dqx>sit Account. MW2 has further deposed 
that hi; made such enquiries with other clerk who in 
turn a so confirmed the same. 

The o her circumstanti^ evidence throw more light 
on th e case. The fact of the case indicate that 
Shri Ashok Kumar (MW3) was not working at 
Mada )alu Branch when the amount in question was 


withdrawn and he was relieved from the branch on 
12-5-1999 i.e. much prior to withdrawal of the amount. 
The fact of the case also indicate that Shri K. Nagraj 
who had authorized the withdrawal of the amount on 
24-5-1999 was not at all working at the branch on 
10-5-1999 i.e. when the amount was fraudulently 
transferred from Sundry Liabilities account to Sundiy 
Deposit account and he had come on deputation 
only thereafter and worked at the branch between 
the period 20-5-1999 and 26-5-1999. The management 
has marked the folio of the attendance register 
pertaining to the month of May 1999 [Ex. M6(e)] to 
prove the aforesaid aspect. 

The fact of the case also indicate that both at the 
time of transfer of the amount and its withdrawal, the 
regular branch Managers were on leave and the 
incidents had taken place when the officials deputed 
from other offices were in charge of the branch who 
were not either familiar with the accounts at the 
branch or the constituents which clearly indicate that 
the fraudulent act was a well designed one executed 
after a deep thinking and a proper planning. 

The evidence on record also indicate that certain 
folios of the Sundry liability register containing the 
accounts of the Subsidiary reserve funds of IRDP 
(6/99 to 10/99) were missing in the ledger presumably 
tampered or destroyed by tHe fraudster and there is 
no eye witnesses for the same. However, the 
circumstantial prove the same could be/should be 
the acts of the persons who had committed the fraud 
who ultimately could derive benefit for destroying 
such records. 

Finally the DR has also contended that the fraud had 
occurred solely due to the negligence/lack of proper 
supervision on the part of supervisory staff and the 
said officials had failed to adhere to the norms and 
procedure of the bank. The evidence on record 
discussed above indicate that these supervisory 
officials have failed to adhere to the procedure and 
the said lapses on their part facilitated in the 
withdrawal of the amount. However, the said lapses 
on the part of other officials of the branch does not 
absolve the CSO from his act which w^ a deliberate 
act done with mala fide intemion with a view to derive 
undue pecuniary gain as established from the 
evidence on record. 

The acts and omissions on the part of the CSO as 
established in the enquiry tantamount to doing acts 
prejudicial to the interest of the bank, a gross 
misconduct under Clause 19.5(j) of the Bipartite 
Settlement applicable to his besides involving moral 
turpitude. 

10 . From the reading of the aforesaid passage in the 
enquiry findings, it can be very well seen that the enquiry 
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officer has discussed at length and considered the oral 
and documentary evidence brought on record in its proper 
perspective in coming to the conclusion that the aforesaid 
charge levelled against the iixst party has been established 
in the evidence produced by the management. Learned 
Enquiry Officer while giving his reasonings after making 
discussion on the oral and the documentary evidence 
produced by the management rightly came to the 
conchisitm that the first party was guilty of the aforesaid 
charge. The enquiiy officer not only discussed the evidence 
produced by the management but also has taken into 
consideration the defence and the argamimts advanced 
for the defence made available to him b^r ivay of written ' 
briefs. Therefore, charges leveled against the first party 
since have been proved by sufficient and legal evidence, it 
cannot be said that it was either the case of ‘no evidence* 
or that the evidence on record was not considered and 
appreciated by the enquiry officer in its {noper perspective. 
In the result, it cannot be said that findings of the empiiry 
officer suffered from perversity, 

11. Similarly, the findings of the enquiry officer 
rendered on the second charge sheet issued to the first 
party, if we look into closely, make it abundzintly clear that 
there was again voluminous documentary evidence mariKd 
at Ex. Ml to M54 and the oral evidence of six witnesses 
examined as MWl to MW6 in order to substantiate the 
aforesaid four charges leveled against tlie ffist party. 
Learned enqui ry officer as could be read fi^m the findings 
brought out, the aforesaid oral and documentary evidence 
on record and discussed the relevant oral atKl documentary 
evidence produced by the managemest with reference to 
each and every charge. Therefme, as argued for the 
management charges leveled against the first party hoe 
again have been proved by suf^^nt and legal evidoice. 
As noted above, learned coun^ rqnesenting the first 
party was not availsible when the matter was taken up for 
arguments on ^rits. Ther^ore, the various contentions 
raised by the fi ist party in his claim stateihent chaUei^ing 
the enquiry findings have remained unsubstantiated 
highlighting any factual or legal defect in the findings of 
the enquiiy officer in coming to the conclusion that the 
first party was guilty of the charges levelecl against him. 
The findings are very much supported by oral and 
documentary evidence in turn $iq>ported by valid and 
cogent reasonings. In the result, it must be held that charges 
of misconduct leveled against the first party in both the 
charge sheets have been very much proved and that 
findings of the enquiry officers on those chitrges suffered 
from no perversity. 

12. Novir, coming to'the question of quantum of 
punishment. As well argued for tl^ managemimt, the gravity 
of the misconduct committed by the first party did not 
deserve any other punishment except the pmnishment of 
dismissal passed against the first party. However, taking 
into consideration the fact that the first paily committed 


the misconchict in question while working as a Qerk/Cashier 
promoted from the post of Attender, it appears to me that 
ends of justice will be met ifthe punishment of dismissal is 
converted into the punishment of Conqmlsory Retirement 
enabling him to get the terminal benefits. Hence the 
foUowing award: 

AWARD 

The dismissal order passed against the first party is 
hereby modified and replai^by the orders Compulsory 
Retirement from services. No costs. 

(Dictated to PA, transcribed by her, corrected and 
signed by me on l lth May, 2007). 

A. R. SIDDIQtJI, Presidiiig Office 
’it 21 20(57 
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nPARTV: 

TheDy. General Manager, 

\^ja^aBank, 

123 Marshalls Road, 

Egn^ore, . 

Che^inai-600008 

AWARD 

1. The Central Government by exercising the powers 
conferred by clause (d) of sub-seetion 2A of Section 10 of 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 has referred this dispute 
vide order No. L-12012/293/98/IR(B-II) dated 
26th Apifl, 1999 for adjudication on the following 
schedule 


SCH KPUIjE 

“W1 lether the action of the management of Vijaya 
Ban c, Chennai in terminating Shri S. Ranganathan, 
Cleik from service vide order dated 29-1-1997 is 
Justi ied ? If not, to what rdiefthe woikmanis entitled 


2. T1 le first party workman represented by the onion, 
m his Claim Statement, while challenging the enquiry 
proceedir gs (pleadings with regard to the enquiry 
proceedir gs omitted as the issue has already been 
answered) also challenged the enquiry findings holding 
him guilty of the charges and the impugned punishment 
order term inating him from services as illegal and unjust, 
His main < ontention in the claim statement is that he has 
been acqi itted/exonerated by the competent Judicial 
Magistratj Court in CC No. 106/91 and therefore, the 
manageme nt without taking into consideration his acquittal 
in crimina i proceedings, should not have proceeded with 
the DE conducted against him. He contended that 
impugned punishment order passed against him was also 
bad in lav' as before he was proposed punishment and 
then punis iment was confirmed, he was not supplied with 
the copy o f the findings of the Enquiry Officer, that the 
Disciplinary. Authority did not apply its mind and 
considered his reply to the second show cause notice in 
the proper perspective while confirming the punishment 
order; that the Appellate Authority also foiled to appreciate 
his case ai id upheld the disciplinary authority order as 
expected.' Then he raised the dispute before the ALC(C), 
Chennai v hich resulted into the present proceedings. He 
submitted i hat he is now aged about 50 years unable to get 
any employment and has got five children and therefore, 
the order terminating his services is to be set aside taking 
lenient vietw against him particularly, in the light of the 
judgement pf criminal court acquitting him from the charges 
of misconmet leveled against him. ' 


3. The management by its Counter Statement asserted 
and maintained that DE conducted against the first party 
was in accordance with the principles of natural justice, 
findings of the enquiry officer ware well based on legal and 
sufficient evidence and that the order terminating the 
services of the first party was just and legal keeping in 
view the gravity of the miscondua committed by the first 
party. With regard to the contention of the first party about 
his acquittal by the criminal court, the management 
contended that in view of the criminal prosecution pending 
against the first party, enquiry proceedings were kept in 
abeyance as per the provisions of Bipartite Settlement and 
the suspension order dated 13-7-1989 which was passed 
against the first party was revoked vide order dated 
15-11-1990 without prejudice to the right of the management 
taking disciplinaiy action against the first party. Thereafter, 
he was posted to work in Erode branch. Subsequently, by 
judgment dated 14-5-1994 when he was acquitted by the 
criminal court on the ground that charges were not 
established against him beyond any doubt, the disciplinary 
proceedings were taken against the first party under clause 
19.3(c) of the Bipartite Settlement vide charge sheet dated 
13-2-1995, the first party submitted his explanation to the 
charge sheet not acceptable to the management and 
therefore, DE was conducted and on the basis of the enquiry 
findings holding the workman guilty of the charges, he 
was proposed punishment of termination from services 
and after considering his reply to the second show cause 
notice punishment was confirmed and his services were 
terminated. The management contended that the criminal 
court did not acquit the first party, honourably, but on the 
ground that the charges were not proved beyond any doubt 
and therefore, it was justified in taking disciplinary action 
against the first party' as per the above said clause of the 
Bipartite Settlement. Therefore, the management requested 
this tribunal to reject the reference. 

4. Keeping in view the respective contentions of the 
parties, with regard to the validity and fairness or otherwise 
of the enquiry proceedings, this tribunal took up the above 
said question as Preliminary Issue. During the course of 
trial of the said issue, the management examined the enquiry 
officer as MWl and got marked three documents at Ex. Ml 
to M3. The first party examined himself as WWl and 
produced the judgement copy in the aforesaid criminal 
proceedings at Ex. W1. 

5. After hearing the learned counsels for the 
respective parties on the above said issue, this tribunal by 
order dated 16-8-2004 held that the Domestic Enquiry 
conducted against the First Party by the Second Party is 
fair and proper. Thereupon, the matter came to be posted 
to hear arguments on merits of tlie case. On 25-11 -2004, the 
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translation cop>' of the aforesaid jvdganent at Ex. W1 in 
English was marked at Ex. W1(A). Thereupon, the 
appUcation filed by the management to lead tiirtfaer evidence 
with regard to tlie past service reomde^ the fi rst party was 
allowed and the four documents prodnoed by the 
management were marired at Ex, M4 to M7 by consoU, 
Once, again the first party filed his affidavit evident on 
the point of gainfiil en^doyment rmd then the has 
been heard on merits ci the case and posted this day fin 
award. 

6 . Keq}ing in view the fiitdiiigs Tcasrded by this 
tnbunal to file effect that the DE held agsdnst the first party 
by the second par^ is fair and premier the next important 
questipn to be considered was wfaetho* the findings of the 
enquiry officer hdkling the first party guilty of the (Aarges 
suffered from any perversity and if not, impugned 
punishment order terminating his services was 
disproportionate to the gravity of the misconduct 
committed by lum, 

7. The learned c^Minset fin the first party, ShriBDK 
while not challenging the enquiry fimfings with reference 
to the evidence produced during the coarse of enquiry 
and was taken into consideration by the en^ry officer 
holding the first party guilty of the charges however, 
vehemently contended that the first party has been 
acquitted by the competent criimiml court with regard to 
the very charges of misconduct leveled against him based 
upon the very same set of facts and very same set of 
evidence and- that his acquittal by the (xnirt was a 
honourable acquittal nOt giving any benefit 'iif dovtot and 
tlierefinre, the mani^ement was not crm q jc t ent and jt^tified 
once again taking disc^nary action r^nst the fir^ party 
and then terminating his services on the basis of the 
enquiry findings hokting him guil^ the charges. Ffe 
contended that this action of the numagem^ nms counter 
to clause 505 of Shastry Award as wdl ^olaiae 13.9 © of 
Bipartite Settlement. He argued that the punhhment order 
passed against the first party is also Ik^ to be set aside 
for the reason that the disciplinary authority |Me-decided 
about the pimishment before giving <^)poitniHty of hearing 
to the first part^^ cm the findings of tlte enqui ry office as 
enquiry report was made available to the first patty ordy 
<nlong with the order of the (hsciplinary authority prqx>ai^ 
the punishment. The learned counsel fintluY submitted 
tliat as on this day the first party has got service of just six 
months and therefore, deserve leiuent view at the hands of 
this tribunal. In siq>port of his arguments that mthe light 
of the hon’ble acquittal of the first party by the criminal - 
court, findings of the enquiry officer as well as {nnu^unent 
order hre liable to be set aside. Learned counsel relied upon 


ffte decMons reported in 2006 AIR SCW 2709-GM Thnk 
Vs. State erf Gujarat and Aikv, AIR 1999 SC 1416-MPaul 
Anthony Vs. Bharat Gold Mhtes Ltd. and Clause 505 of 
Shastry Award. Seeking temesu view fiom this triburial he 
rdied tqxm the otder pmtted in WR No. 17534/1999 (not 
reported). 

8. Wheaeas> lemnedcoHBsd fiurthe management Sfari 
Prasad lepreslRning S^ BCR w^ equal vehemence argied 
that the charges of miscoBduct sinoe have been proved 
dum^ the course ofempiiiy and the findings (rfthe enquiry 
(rfficer ate very much based upcm diffident and legal 
evidence, the numagement was justified in ternunating the 
services <rf the fira party kecfm^ m view tiic gravity of the 
m^coiKhict comn^ed by hint. Learned counsel subnutted 

, dun tte criminal court judgment in ffwourofthe first party 
tsnobariit imtiatingd^ci^nary action against the first 
patty as pmr clause 13.9 © of the Bipartite Settlemeiit read 
wkhS«Xi(m505ofl9bainiy^wm’(l He also contended that 
keeping in view the giavhy oftiienascxHiduct and the past 
record of the first party wbcremHter he was punished with 
“warning and censure” fin: committing misccmduct of 
issuing cheques without sufficient balance in his account 
does not (te»ive Mm aity lenient view from this tritnmal. 
His next contention wsa that even if it is taken that thg 
charges of imsamdiict are noc proved, tins tribunal under 
Section 11A qf the ID Act whtie setting aside the dismissal 
order need not always give relief (rfrenistM«nent He took 
siq^xMt of a dedribn rqxnted in 2(M12 LX.R 1030 in this 
cotttCTd. 

9. It is not di^Mited and cannot be diqnited that the 
acquittM of the first party by the competent criminal court 
vide Ex. W1 was based cm identical ^ timilar set of &cts 
and evidence. Fimn the perusal of the findings of the 
entpiiiy officer and ^ afoeesaid jwlgment it is found that 
chargeserfmisccmduct leveteds^Most the first party in Uie 
chargesheet of the management as well as in the 
chargesh^ filed the police ccmcern^ respectively, 
were one and the smue. Dining the course of empiiry the 
managemern exanrined fimr witnesses as MWl to MW4. 
MWl isMr. V. ShanmugasiuKhanfL N^2 is ShriR. Kumar, 
MW3 is Me. K. Ra^agopal, the then Chief Manager and 
MW4, Shri P. MMian, the tlten Branch Manager and got 
marked about 73 doemnesUsat Ex. MEX-1 to 73. 

10 . Where^ (hiring the course of trial before the 
criminal court, six witnesses were examined and atXHit 25 
documents were marked. Tte fir^ witness, PWl, one 
Shri Jaganathan was the pr»ent Branch Manager of the 
bank, PW2, was said Shanmugasuncham. PW3 was 
Mr. Kumar. PW4 was Gsmesaii, PW5 was Meenakshi and 
PW6 was Thiro Rajaraman, the Inv^tigation Officer. 


2646GI/07—16 



3878 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA: JUNE 16,2007/JYAISTHA 26,1929 


[Part U—Sec. 3(ii)] 


Therefoip, it can be seen from the aforesaid records that 
during ^he course of enquiry the two relevant and 
competejit witnesses namely, Shanmugasundaram and 
Kumar i[i respect of whose amount, misappropriation is 
said to halve been committed by the first party were examined 
and the pther two witnesses namely, the Investigation 
Officer a[id the then Branch Manager whose evidence was 
formal i^ nature. Whereas, during the course or trial the 
Prosecutjon in fact examined almost all the four alleged 
victims ajt the hands of the first party namely, the said two 
witnessejs. Shanmugasundaram and Kumar and Mr. 
Ganesanjand Meenakshi. Therefore, the evidence which 
was adduced during the course of enquiry proceedings 
was mucp more relevant and competent than the evidence 
which led during the course of enquiry. From the 
perusal of the judgment it can be very well gathered that 
the learujed Magistrate discussed the oral as well as the 
documeijtary evidence produced by the Prosecution and 
ultimate^, came to the conclusion that the charges as 
le\T:led against the first party that he committed the breach 
of tnist, largely and misappropriation of the cash were not 
proved cl early and therefore, he held that the prosecution 
has not p oved the charges against the accused (first party) 
beyond a ny reasonable doubt. Therefore, the contention 
taken bvi the management that first party in the said 
prosecuti on has not been acquitted honourably or that he 
w as acqu itted giving benefit of doubt cannot be sustained 
in the lig] it of the elaborate discussions made by the learned 
Magistrate in the aforesaid judgment discarding the 
c\Tdencejof prosecution and in coming to the conclusion 
ih^t charges have not been proved against the first party. 
The acqr ittal as could be seen from the said judgment is 
on merits and is clean and not based upon benefit of doubt 
in technii :al preposition The very same evidence as noted 
above, tliat too in a lesser degree was led in the 
departme ntal enquiry. A reading of both the charges, one 
f ramed during the course of enquiry and the charges on 
the basis jf which criminal trial was taken up would show 
that both the charges are grounded upon the same set of 
facts and evidence. Now, therefore, it is in this view of the 
matter w< i had to appreciate the arguments advanced from 
the first phrty that disciplinary action should not have been 
taken aga inst him when he was acquitted by the competent 
criminal i :ourt on the very same set of charges, same set of 
facts and same set of evidence. Their Lordship of Supreme 
Court in < foresaid G. M. Tank case laid down the principle 
that if th£ acquittal of the delinquent by the competent 
criminal i ^ourt is based on identical and similar set of facts 
and evide ace and the acquittal is hon’ble acquittal, findings 
to the contrary recorded in the departmental proceedings 
arc unfai' and oppressive and therefore, dismissal order 
based on those findings is liable to be set aside. Their 


Lordship of Supreme Court in the aforesaid decision relied 
upon their earlier decision in the aforesaid Mr. Paul 
Anthony’s case. Wherein, their Lordship at 
Para 34 and 36 of the decision laid down the principle as 
under:— 

“In the instant case the Superintendent of Police 
had raised the residential premises of the appellant 
and had recovered a mining sponge gold ball 
weighing 4.5 grams and 1276 grams of gold bearing 
sand. It was on this basis that criminal case was 
launched against him. On the same set facts, 
constituting the raid and recovery, departmental 
proceedings were initiated against the appellant as 
the “recovery” was treated to be misconduct. On the 
service of the chargesheet, the appellant raised an 
objection that the departmental proceedings may be 
stayed as the basis of these proceedings was the 
raid conducted at his residence on which basis 
criminal case had already been launched against him. 
The findings recorded by the enquiry officer indicate 
that the charges framed against the appellant were 
sought to be proved by Police Officers and Panch 
witnesses, who had raided the house of appellant 
and had effected recovery. They were the only 
witness examined by the enquiry officer and the 
enquiry officer relying upon their statements came 
to the conclusion that the charges were established 
against the appellant. The same witnesses W'ere 
examined in the criminal case but the court, on a 
consideration of the entire evidence, came to the 
conclusion that no search was conducted nor was 
any recovery made from the residence of the 
appellant. The whole case of the prosecution was 
thrown out and the appellant was acquitted. In this 
situation, therefore, where the appellant is finding 
that the “raid and recovery” at the residence of the 
appellant were not proved, it would be unjust, unfair 
and rather oppressive to allow the findings recorded 
at the ex parte departmental proceedings, to stand”. 

11. Therefore, having regard to the principle laid 
down by their Lordship of Supreme Court in the aforesaid 
two decisions, this tribunal is left with no option but to 
hold that the management was not justified in resorting to 
disciplinary proceedings against the first party after he 
was already acquitted, honorably, by the competent criminal 
court not giving him benefit of doubt but honourably, 
irrespective of the legal position that the management was 
competent to initiate parallel disciplinary proceedings 
against the delinquent, simultaneously, along with criminal 
prosecution pending against the delinquent. Therefore, 
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the action of the management initiating disciplinary 
proceedings against the first party and then terminating 
the services of tlie first party on the basis of enquiry 
findings caimot be sustained in the eye of lav/. There is 
again substance in the arguments advanced for the first 
party that the management has not con[q)iie<i with the 
requirements of Section/Ciause 505 c^Shastry Award which 
requires that the decisions of courts shall be given highest 
respect and the employees shall be reinstated in service 
when he is honourably acquitted. It is farther msidecl^ in 
tlie said clause that the management has still got powers to 
proceed with the departmental enquiry if there has been a 
gross violation of d^artmental rules so as to m^cessitate a 
further enquiry in the interest of the institution on matter 
other than those in respect of which he has been already 
acquitted. In the instant case, it is not the case of the 
maiuigement that the first party was dealt with gross 
violation of the departmental rules other than the charges 
of misconduct levelled against him. Therefme, mi this count 
also the impugned punishment order sufi^ fiorh illegality. 
The next contention raised cut^b^li^Wthe first pai^ in 
his Claim Staterntrit as well as in his affidavit evidence and 
not challenged and disputed by the management is the 
fact that after the enquiry findings were submitted with the 
Disciplinary Autliority, there was no second show cause 
notice issued to him furnishing him the cqpy of ihe enquiry 
report seeking his comments/explanation therefor. The 
order dated 7-10*1996, marked before this tribtmal at Ex. 
MS lends suppmrl to the contention of the first party that 
before he was proposed punishment of terminating his 
services, he was not served with any enquiry report seeking 
his explanation, thereon. The enquiry report copy in fact 
as could be read from the aforesaid order was sent to the 
first party along with the order proposing the punishment 
and it is in this view of the matter one caimot brush aside 
lightly the arguments advanced for the first that while 

issuing the aforesjiid order itself, the disciptinary authority 
had decided to punish the first party holding him guilty of 
the charges. The order is reading to the effbct that the 
Disciplinary Authority accepted the findings and then 
proposed the punishment. Therefore, this action of the 
niaiiagement/disciplinary authority in proposing the 
punishment after accepting the findings of the enquiry 
officer without giving the first party opportunity of hearing 
on the very findings of the enquiry officer holding him 
guilty of the charges was against the well established 
procedure of law and principles of natural justice as well as 
the settled preposition of law. In the result, for ( he reasons 
assigned ^ve, there is no hesitation in the irtind of this 
tribunal in coming to the conclusion that the impugned 
punishment order terminating the services of the first party 


is illegal and void Eh initio and accordingly is liable to be 
set aside. 

12. Now, coming to the reliefs to be granted to the 
first party. There is lib poiiit at this juncture to grant him 
relief of reinstatement. From the a^davit filed by the first 
party before this tribuiial dated 13-6-2005, the age ^enby 
him is about 57 years now, therefore, as on today he has 
already crossed the age of superannuation of 58 y»rs. 

13. Now, the next question to be considered would 

be whether he should be granted full back wages from the 
date of termination till the date of his attaining the age of 
superannuation. Although, the first party in his Claim 
Statement has come out with the case that he h^ not been 
gainfully employed during the period he was jway from 
the service of the management, very; interestingty in his 
affidavit before this tribunal did not whisper a sin^e word 
to suggest that he has been without any enq)ioyinent much 
less gainful emplqyment after his services were terminated. 
The management on whose burden was cast to prove the 
gainful employment of the first party in order to deny him 
the back wages also has not chosen to produce any sort of 
evidence befofc this tribunal on the said point except 
making a suggestion to the first party in his ‘cross 
examination that he has been gainfully employed after he 
was dismissed from s^vice, which suggestion was dorued 
by the first party, Therefore, having regard to the. latch^ 
both on the part of the first party as wdi on the part of the 
management on the point of gmnfiil employment or 
otherwise of the first party, taking into consideration a 
period of about more than 8 years elapsed from the date of 
impugned punishment order and not i^ring the fact that 
the charges of misconduct have remained to be 
substantiated by the management rather the findings of 
the enquity officer holding him guilty of the charges^emmeff 
be sustained in the eye of law on account of his acquittal 
by the criminal court, it appears to me that ends of justice 
will be met if the first party is awarded back wages to the 
extent of 60% from the date of impugned punishmeM order 
till the date he attained the age of superannuation all 

consequential benefits. Hence the following award: ^ 

AWARD 

The management is directed to pay 60 per cent of the 
back wages to the first party from the date of impugned 
punishment till the date of his attmning 58 years of age of 
superannuation with continuity of swvice and other 
consequential benefit#. No costs. 

(Dictated to PA transcribed by her, corrected and 
signed by me on 3rd 2007). 

A R.SIDDIQUI, Presiding Officer 
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S.O. 
Industrial 
Govemmertj 
of the Central 
Court No-1 
Industrial 
Baroda andl 
GovoTHTsenn 


Pi 


ub 


I'H T3[?^-l 12012/282/99-3?l^(^-n) ] 

'^m, 3Tf«ran^ 

New Delhi, the 2IstMay, 2007 

J768.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
isputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
herd:^ publishes the award (Ref. No. 35/2000) 
Go vCTTmieitt hidustrial TYilxinal-cum-Labour 
New Delhi as shown in the Annexure in the 
[ispute between the management of Bank of 
their workmen, received by the Central 
Ion 17-5-2007. 


BEFO 

OFFICER, 


[No.l^I2012/282/99-IR(B-II)] 
RAJ1NE®R KUMAR, Desk Officer 

Astwm. 

SHRl SANT SINGH BAL,nuSSDHNG 
GOVERNMENT INIX^TRIAL 
[ALNai,N£WI»Iiil 

U>, No. 95/2000 
In the mattej of dispute between: 

Shri Gopal siin^ Bi^t, 

R/oB- 9 / 204 , 

UdaiGirl 
NOIDA(U 




...Workman 


Versus 


The General Manager, 
Bank of Baroda, 
16-Sansad h [arg, 
NewDelhi-1 0001 


.Management 


Appevaces^ None for the workman 

Shri T.C. Gupta Advocate for the 
management 

/^«ARD 

The Central Government in the Ministry of Labour 
vide its OrdeJNo. L-12012/282/99-IR(B-n) dated 23-2-2000 
has referred the following industrial dispute to this Tribunal 
for adjudicaion:— 

“Whel her the action of the Ger^ral Manager, Bank 
of Barpda, New Delhi in dismissing the services of 


Shri Gopal Singh Bisht, Cash Clerk w.e.f. 31-7-88 is 
legal and just? If not, to what relief the workman is 
entitled?”. 

2. In reponse to the notices to the parties for 
appearance on 16-5-2000 workman in person and 
Shri T. C. Gupta A/R for the management ^ipeared. After 
filing Claim statement, written statement and rejoinder the 
case was fixed for filing documents by management on 

9- 8-02 A/R for the management pointed out the appellate 
order 10-11-98 stating that the reference is only in respect 
of the initial order of punishment. Hence no effective award 
can be given unless the reference is also in respect of the 
appellate order, A letter to the government to suitably 
amend the reference order incorporating the appellate order 
as well as in the reference was ordered to be written and 
case was adjourned to 26-10-02 which was declared holiday 
and case was taken on 28-10-02 and case was adjourned 
for further order on 15-1-03,25-3-03,5.03,10-7-03,6-10-03, 
14-1-04,17-3-04,27-5-04,21-7-04,11-10-04,13-1-05 when 
Mr. T. C. Gupta A/R for the management has drawn my 
attention to the order dated 9-8-02 vide which it was 
directed to write a letter to the govemement to suitably 
amend the reference order incorporating the appellate order 
as well in fee reference. It appears that there is some clerical 
mistake in fee refounce order which is required to be clarified 
and reference is required to be amended. Hence it would be 
appropriate for the petitioner workman to seek amendment 
of the reference order at the earliest and copy of this order 
was ordered to be given dasti to fee workman. Case was 
then adjourned to 12-4-05 and on 12-4-05 case was 
adjourned to 7-7-05 for further order, then on 27-9-05, 
22-12-05,21-3-06,8-6-06,19-7-06, 9-8-06,1-1 l-06on which 
date Mr. T. C, Gupta pressed for passing a no dispute 
award as the workman was not appearing for the last three 
dates. As there was Delhi Bandh so it was ordered that it 
would not be proper to pass an order in the absence of the 
workman. Hence case was adjourned to 7-11 -06 for further 
and appropriate order. On 7-11 -06 also none appeared and 
notice to workman was ordered to be issued for 15-1-07. 
On 15-1 -07 also none appeared for eifeer side and case was 
adjourned to 29-3-07 for further orders. On 29-3-07 none 
for the parties appeared and case was adjourned to 

10- 5-07. Today also none is present on either side. It appears 
that the workman is not interested in prosecution of this 
case giving rise to the presumption feat he does not dispute 
to action of the management. I accordingly pass a No 
Dispute Award in this case. File be consigned to record 
room. 

SANT SINGH BAL, Residing Officer 
21 2007 

mail. 1769.-3^1^1^ 1947 (1947 

^ 14) ^ tlHI 17 ^ ^ 
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313TO ^ Plf^Vi W» 3JUj\Pi«r» 

3rfii|iR0|/?w ^ TWIZ (^ WIf 18/2002) 

^ UcblHlM i, ^ 18-5-07 IlM 

l^n «io 

[•?? T?;5f-i2oi i/i8/2002-3ni:5n5t(^-n) ] 

New Delhi, the 21 St May, 2007 

S.O. 17€9 .—^In pursuam^e of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), tte C^tral 
Government hereby publi^^es the award (Ref. No. IS/20O2) 
of the Central GovernmeiU Industrial TVibunalni^um-Labour 
Court, LuckiKiw as shown in the Arniexuie in tine industrial 
Dilute between the managonent of Central Banlt of India, 
and their workmen, received by the Centrid Govemraent 
on 18-05-2007. 

INo.L-120U/18/20Q2-IR(B.nXI 
RAJaND0liaJMAR,Desk Qfi^ 

AbSSBOURE 

CENIKAI. €X)V0tNhp<n' 
TftIBimiX!UM4AB0IX^ 

FRE^NT: SHKIKANTSHUiG.A4^esidingC^K^ 

LD.|ite.mHI2 

Ref. No. H20n/18/2002-IR<B-H)Dt 15-3-2002 

The Rjegicmal Secretary j 
Central Bank of JtediB ;&nptoyees 
Union, Agra, RegioBai Office, 

470Bhud Bazaiia^ttti^ 

Bareilly (UP.>-243Q01 

AM 

The Regional Managin, 

Central Baidc of io^ Reg;.onal Office 
B-88,Civ9 Lines, 

BarciDy (UP.)243001 

AWABD 

The Oovermnent of India, Ministry of Labow, 
New Delhi lefcnedOie foHown^di^niievufe No. Lrl2011/ 
18/2002-IR (B-H) Dt. 15-3-2002 for ad^fcation to the 
Presiding C>ffic«‘,CG]T'Cum-LaboarCoi^Ludcnow: 

“Whether the claim af the Central Bank of India 
employees Unkm that the disimtam Sri Narrotam 
Kumar has been engaged as ten^>or»y sub staff on 
daily wage basis since foey^rar 1996 andfoat he was 
completed 240 days of cocUmuous se]‘'^dce in any 
preckhng 12iiK»ifospKiediscorrea?Ilso,)Ahether 
the dispiUant is entitled for regularisation of his 
servicb as a sub staff ? If not, justified v^hat relief is 
the disputant entitled to T 


Later on Govwnm«it of India, Minis^ oj[Labour, 
New Delhi issued tlto corrigendum vide m. L-i!Wll/18/ 
2002-IR (B-n) Dated Jan. 29,2003; 

1. Whether tlie'dahn of foe Central iBank of India 
‘ Bmph^s Union that foe disputant Sri Narrotam 
Kumar has been oigaged as a temporary stfo-stoff 
on daily wage basis siitoe foe year 1996 and he has 
completed 240 days of continuous s^ice in any 
preceding 12 months period is coirect ? 

Z Whether the action of the management of j^entral 
Bank of India in terminating the services of 
Sri Narrotam Kumar on 19-7-200) is 1^4 and just ? 

3. Whether the di^nitant is enHUed for absorption/ 
regularization of his service as aisub-staff 7 If not > 
justified, whaf relief is the dit^wnnKemitled to 7- 

The trade union’s case is that Sn Na^tam .Kumar 
was appoint^ by the Manager, Cen)^ b^ qf India. 
Shyamganj Branch. Bareitty as tempqcary pepn^ t^ Nanch 
on 1-1-96. However, the. worker was being paW^9u>OJ^^ 
vouchers made out for tea, coffee, cold dri(^ yr^ch ifoe 
workman was required to sign am) receive die payment. It 
is fuffod alleged foat no payment were made for Suhifays 
and holidays. It is dso alleged that in beginhli^ these 
vouchers were made out for Rs. 35 per d&y dO per day 

Rs. 50 per day 60 per day and ultimately to^Rs. 100 per day 
The post of Sub-Staff was vacant thus foe workman 
in clear vacancy. The workman Narrrotam Kumar requested 
several times to foe manager of the branch to regulari^ the 
services but in vain. Undor foe circumisamtoes, die Wbrkiintan 
raised the industrial dispute through foe tr^’ un'ibh before 
Asstt. Labour Commissioner (C) Dehraidun for 
regularisation of the services. No ^her thet>ank received 
notice frmn die Asstt. Labour Commissioner (C)DthriH)un 
terminated the services of the workntan ai the dose of ■ 
office CHI 19-07-01 without assigning «ay reason, vrifootlf 
payment notice pay and retrenchment cotnpensmion. By 
doing so the bank committed breachpf^Spetion 25 F of the 
I.D. Act, 1947. It is also alleged that wq^^er has worked for 
more dian 240 day in each ye^ as pe<m. Ltis ailip..fdleged 
that siiK^e the woiker has work^ in clear vacancy du^fore 
he is entided to ifo^Orption in tbc p^fthanent ^Ivice of the 
ban^: It is also alleged that bank indul^ in unfair laboin_ 
pra^ioe and dierdfore he is entided reinstatement and 
absorption in permanent service of the bank. 
It is also alleged foatfoe worker is entided to teinstafement 
with full back wages. Trade union hite foetefore pfayedfote 
tribunal to hold font Narrotam Kumar wan engaged at 

temporary sub staff on daily wage basis sini^ 1-1-96 and 
he has completed more than 240 days of cpntinitous s^ice 
of all 12 months and the action of bank in terminating the 
service of Narrotam Kumar w.e.f. 19^7^D1 is illegal and 
unjustified . The Tribund has been requested to reinstate 
the worker with Ml back wages and also his absr^tion in 
permanent service in die bank. 
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The Re jional Manager of Bank has filed written 
statement denj ing the claim of the workman. It is submitted 
that Sri Narrot im Kumar was never appointed by the Branch 
Manager of of posite party’s Shyam Ganj Branch, Bareilly 
as temporary ] >eon or on any post. It is also submitted that 
Branch Mana ger has no power to appoint any body at any 
post. It is also submitted that some time Narrotam Kumar 
used to supply water, cold drinks and coffee to the 
customers for which he was paid the charges for the same. 
It is also allege 1 that Narrotam Kumar was never paid wages 
as he never wc rked in the bank. It is alleged that Narrotam 
Kumar was paid for the things and the vouchers were 
correctly mad i and were signed by Narrotam Kumar. It is 
alleged that st )ry set upon by the trade union is fabricated 
one. It is also; is submitted that there is no question of any 
unfair labour iractice. It is also submitted that there is no 
question of rej ularization of Sri Narrotam Kumar as he was 
never the emp loyee of the bank. It is also denied that the 
management < f bank has committed any breach of section 
25F of the I. D. Act, 1947. It is also submitted that Sri 
Narrotam Kui lar was not in the employment of the bank 
and there is no question of terminating his services. 

The trac e union has filed rejoinder but not stated 
any new factsj 

I 

The woi kman has filed the photo copy of own work 
details which j ire paper Nos. A1 -17 to A1 -17/11 under his 
own signature, 


The workman 
Manager whei 
collect incomd 
Nos. A1-25 to 
copy of some 


has also filed 3 letters of Branch 
tjein the bearer of the letter was authorised to 
tax return form and challan, these are paper 
A1 -25/3. Besides the worker has filed photo 
vouchers paper Nos. 25/4 to 25/26. 

Worker has also'filed photo copy of despatch 
book,register of cash payment, cheque receipts. The 
opposite party has filed the entire vouchers (C23/1 to C23/ 
213) alongwitt listC23/l to 23/10. 

The trac e union has examined the worker and the 
opposite party has examined Sr. Manager of Shyam Ganj 
Branch, Bareil y & Aditya Kumar. 

:ard the representative of the parties but on 
11 -06 parties did not turn up for arguments 
there was no option then to proceed with 
case. 


Partly hi 
7-11-06 and 9' 
and therefore, 
disposal of the 

Worko" 1 f; 
admitted the fc 1 


1. No a 
2 

enter 
3. The 
salarjl 

The wo 
that he was ap 


farrotam Kumar in his cross examinat 
Jlowing facts: 

ippointmeni iCtter was supplied to hii 

He h^ no document to corrborate the fact 
into service on 1 -1 -96. 

porker has no photo copy of payn 


rk 


er has also stated in his cross examination 
^inted by the Branch Manager Mr. Johari. 


He has also admitted that he was not interviewed and has 
stated "5^ ^ Ttsf i 

Worker has also stated in his examination in chief 
that “ ^ *ITI tiiHi'i ^ 

^ "4* ^ '4 fVv^l I” 

In cross examination worker has stated : 

yPdRH ^ 4 ^ Rs. 40/- ^ rs. 60/- 

^Rs. 75/-'q4^4tRs. 100/-^^fl^4^4c!t2ft,’^ 

^ "54 

4 *iT r* 

He has further stated in his cross examination that; 

“4^ interview 3?^ ^ ^3rn 

■^44^7^^ «?T 1” 

Worker was questioned as to from which source he 
foud photo copy of the vouchers then the worker stated 
that Sri R.K. Kapoor, Accountant made available the said 
photo copies which he has filed in the bank. He has stated 
that Sri R.K. Kapoor has retired. 

Sr. Manager Sri A. Kumar who has been cross 
examined by the management has stated that Peon in Central 
Bank are appointed by Regional Manager and the Branch 
Manager has no right to appoint anybody. He has further 
stated that the applications are called through Employment 
Exchange. He has further stated that the statement of 
Narrotam Kumar that the was appointed as temporary peon 
and than he has worked more than 240 days in a year is 
wrong. He has also stated Sri Narrotam Kumar never worked 
as peon. Further he has stated that Sri Narrotam Kumar use 
to work as canteen boy and use to provide tea, coffee, cold 
drinks etc. to the staff and the customers and for that service 
he was paid and whenever the worker was engaged for any 
other work he was paid for that. 

Sri A. Kumar has also stated that he has inspected 
all the vouchers and has filed all the vouchers in the court 
and there are no other voucher available in the bank. Sr. 
Manager has also stated that Sri Narrottam Kumar stopped 
working in the canteen since 19th July, 2001. He has also 
stated that canteen is run by the employees of the bank. 
Witness has stated whoever demanded any eatable items 
from a Canteen, canteen boy use toi provide & for that he 
was paid. He has stated that bank used to provide subsidy 
at the fate of Rs. 50/- per employee. 

He has also stated that there is no fix salary for the 
canteen boy. 

Sr. Manager has stated in his statement that there is 
no regularization scheme in the bank. In a question to the 
court, as to who is running the canteen, the witness stated 
that presently canteen is run by Mr. Mukesh. He has also 
stated that canteen is not subsidised by the bank. 

From the above evidence it is clear that the Branch 
Manager is not appointing authority of any peon. The 
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opposite parQr has filed hundreds of vouchers which I 
have personally scrutinised and found that the worker 
Narottam Kumar has been paid at that time.Rs, .3/-, 
Rs, 17/-, Rs. 34/-, Rs. 23/-, Rs. 6f- and Rs. 10/- and so on. He 
has never been paid as he tried to allege in tine statetneot of 
claim and in his own statement. 

It is matli^* of fact that no p^son will v/ork at meagre 
amount of Rs. 3/-, Rs. 17/- or Rs. 10/- per day. 

Worker has been paid Rs. 3/- per day on 11 -1-^000, 
18-1-2000,19-1-2000,25-1-2000,23-5-2000,13-7-2000, 
29-7-2000,25-8-2000,9-10-2000,21-10-2000. 

It s is also evident that the worker has been paid Rs. 
10/-per day on 17-1-2000, Rs. 15/-on 11-1-2001 , R$.i7/- 
on 15-l-2001,Rs.2/-on 17-2-2000, Rs. 17/-on l-5-2000,Ife. 
4/- on 25-5-2000, Rs. 6/- on 1-7-2000 and Rs.. 23/- on l9-9- 
2000. 

It is needless to say that the statement of the worker 
is false and he cannot be iciied upon. On the had the 

management witness has stated that the worker was 
available as he was canteen boy of the canteen and since 
the workman was available he was utilised isometimes for 
sending postal articles, dqx>siting1he bills etc. It is because 
he was a canteen boy he was able to take dte bill from ihe 
bank and deposit the bill of telephone. From the voucher it 
is clear that several items he received the amount of 
telephone bill and deposited. Whatever misc. work he did 
while working; in the canteen, he has been paid. Worker’s 
own list ofwork is not trustworthy asitispr<^aiied by hhn 
under his own signature and since the v/orkman own 
statement is not reliable the list prepared by him also can¬ 
not the be relied upon. 

The optK>site party has filed the vouchers on its 
perusal I And that the worker done the misic. work as per 
details below: 

SI. No. Year Days of work 


1. 

1997 

8 days 

2 

1998 

30 days 

3. 

1999 

60 days 

4. 

2000 

1 IS days 

5. 

2001 

22 days 


I also find that certain photo copies of ihe documeitts 
which has been filed by the worker have not been filed by 
the opposite party reasons as givbn by the opposite party 
may be that worker had access in the bank, therefore, 
he might have managed to take those documents out or it 
may be forget!. Even if I take into considisration all the 
documents submitted by the worker then also it will reveal 
that worker has done 67 days petty job in 1 999 and 33 days 
petty job in 1998. 

In the circumstances of the case die worker is not 
even a casual worker on die fixed terms as stated by hiin 


and tiiere is no any relationship of employer and employee 

between the bank and SriNarrottam Kumar. 

* . *• • • 

' R is also not proved dial 4ie ivotkin' eatniKl into 
service as alleged by him. This fact is false that he was 
enga^d/appointed temporary sub staff on daily wage basis 
and he has completed 240 days continuous service in any 
preceding 12 months period. 

It is also not a case where the worker was engaged 
as casual labourer and, therefore, question of terminating 
die service does not arise and it is also noteworthy ho 
unfair labour practice against the management iscstablialied 
not there is any violation of LD. Act, 1^7. However,*^e 
worker sole testimony that he was terminaited on 19-10- 
2001 is false. He is not entitled to any relief as say of 
absorption or regularization. ' 

On the discussion above I come to the conclusion 
that issues referred are decided against the trade union 
and in favour of the management of the Central Bank. 
Workman is not entitled for any relief. Award passed 
'* accordingly. ’ , 

SHRfiCAI^SHlJKIA, Presiding Officer 

Place: Lucknow 
Dated: 11-5-2007 - 

^ 21 2007 

1947 (1947 

tw 14) ^ 17 ^ «<*!< INf 

3W«Rf5r ihcc sfk "3^ ^ 

^ afleAPifch 

24/2001) 

^ M4>llVw ^ 17-5-07 ^ 

^311 an I 

i:^'1^51-12012/183/200Q-a^3^('^^ 

Hew Delhi, the 21st Nfoy, 2007 

S.O. 1770 . —^In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Govanment her^y publishes die awaixl (ReLNo.. 24/2001) 
of the Central (jov^nment Industrud TribunidKamvL^xHir 
Court, Bangalore as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute b^een die management of Syndicate 
Bank and their workmen, received by die Central 
Govcmnientoh'17-5-2007. ; 

[No.L-126i 2/183/2000-IR(B-IO] 
RAJR^I^KUMAR,Desk Officer 
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BE] 

INDUS 


! 

lEFORE 1 

js™al 


AN>sxuia: 

THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
. TRIBUNAIXXJM-LABOIIR COURT, 
BANGALCMIE 


Present: 
Shri A,.R. S 

IPARTY: 


1 

miqui. Presiding Offieo’ 

I C.R.No,24^1 


Smt. Sheelaj 

D/o Shivapba Devadiga, 


BdiindSVVTemi 
Mangalore Taluk, 
Karnataka State 
nPARTY: 


Tanple, Gurupur, 


The Deputy General Manager, 
Syndicate Eank, 

Zdnal Offic i. Syndicate Towers* 
UDUPI, 

Kamaltaka ^tate 


AWARD 


1. Til e Central Government Ityexocising the powers 
conferred b; f clause (d) of sub-section 2 A of the Section 10 
of the Indus rial Disputes Act, 1947 has referred this dispute 
vide Order N o. L-12012/183/200(yiR(B-II) dated 28th March, 
2001 for ad udication on the following schedule:— 

! SCHEDULE 


“Wht ther the action of the management of the 
Synd cate Bank in denying employment to Smt. 
^teel u who has claimed to have worked as Sweeper, 
Syndicate Bank, Gurupur Branch from 1991 to April, 
2000 in different spells is justified? If not, to what 
relief Smt. Sheela is entitled to?”. 

2. Tl; e case of the first party workman, as made out, 
in the claim statement in brief, relevant for the purpose is 
that her mot tier Smt. Prabhavadii was working as Sweeper 
at Gunipur ] Iranch of die management bank and whenever 
she was goi ng on leave she (the first party) used to attend 
the work of Sweeper at her place; that Smt. Prabhavathi 
died on 30-: 5-1999 and thereafter she was asked to attend 
the Sweeper work and accordingly she worked till 6-4-2000 
discharging her duties honestly and sincerely; that on 
6-4-2(X)0 slie was served with a notice relieving her from 
duties as pei the directions of the head office, which notice 
is illegal aiu i arbitrary; that ^e being one of the legal heirs 
of the decea >ed Smt. Prabhavadii who died while in service 
was appointed for the post of Sweeper by the Bank in 
place of her mother and therefore, the order terminating her 
from $ervic( 5s w.e.f. 6-4-2000 is illegal, in as much as, she 
was rx)t served with any notice or dealt with any enquiry 
for having c ommitted any misconduct; that her request to 
take back in service in place of her mother has not been 
considCTed ^vourably by the management vide letter dated 


22-12-2000 on the ground that she is not eligible for 
appointment on compassionate ground in the light of the 
scheme of the bank; that she worked with the bank from 1 - 
6-1999 till 

6-4-2000 as a Sweeper after the death of her mother and 
therefore, the order of the management terminating her from 
so’vices by notice dated 6-4-2000 is illegal and against the 
principles of natural Justice and therefore, is liable to be set 
aside reinstating her in service along with all consequential 
benefits. 

3. The management by its Counter Statement resisted 
the claim of the first party contending among other grounds 
that any appointment in the sub staff cadre as per the 
guidelines issued by the Government is to be made only 
from amongst the candidates sponsored by the Employment 
Exchange and out of the panel prepared by the bank for the 
candidates working as Badlies prior to 1-1 -1989 at Gurupur 
Branch and therefore, fresh panel was prepared by 
approaching the Employment Exchange and the name of 
one Miss Baby sponsored by the Employment Exchange 
has been empanelled as Badli Part time Sweeper on 
26-11-1991 at Guipur Branch for appointment on temporary 
basis in the place of regular part time sweeper who proceeds 
on leave/absent; that the first party was not sponsored by 
the Employment Exchange and her name being 
recommended by her mother, Smt. Prabhavathi was taken 
as Badli Sweeper in between the year 1992 and 1997. She 
worked in between 6-3-1992 and 16-3-1992 for 13 days, 
worked in between 8-1-1996 to 3-2-1996 for 27 days, worked 
in between 20-7-1996 to 4-9-1996 for 47 days and between 
2-8-1997 to 14-8-1997 worked for 13 days; that Miss Baby 
was engaged from 8-1-1999 till 2-12-1999 in place of regular 
part time Sweeper Smt. Prabhavathi expired on 30-5-1999, 
just one month prior to her date of retirement and in her 
place said Miss Baby was working as Badli Sweeper, 
However, in the month of November/December 1999 as per 
the directions of management the first party was appointed 
as Badli Part time Sweeper in place of Miss Baby under the 
wrong impression that the first party was also empanelled 
Badli Sweeper and was senior to Miss Baby from 3-12-1999 
to 30-3-2000 for a period of 119 days and from 1 -4-2000 to 
6-4-2000 for a period of sbc days; that on noticing die mistake 
committed by the management the branch was advised iii 
April 2000to engage Miss Baby as Badli Part time Sweeper 
whose name was sponsored through the Employment 
Exchange in place of the first party and accordingly the 
first party was issued with the relieving order dated 
6-4-2000. Therefore, the management contended that the 
first party has not worked in place of her mother on 
compassionate ground or for a period of 240 days and 
more continuously during the aforesaid period and 
therefore, the order passed by the management relieving 
her from services was quite legal and justified and the 
reference is liable to be rejected. 

4. During the course of trial the management 
examined MW 1 and got marked 9 documents at Ex. M1 to 
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M9. His examination chief for ready reference runs as 
under: 

“Since 1974.1 am working in Syi^icate Bank. I 
know the first party. In addition to regular sub 
staff we were engaging part time sweeper 
whenever th^ were exi^iKnes anl regular part 
time s weepm'^oes on leave. The first party was 
appointed on stop gap basis during the absence 
of regular sweepers. Ex. Ml is the circular issued 
as guidelines for tenmorary part time sweeper. 
Regular appoints were made in accordance with 
circular. Th^ me two panels for Eadli part time 
sweepms are prepared. Those Vfbo have wm-ked 
prior to 1-1>1989 as Badli Part time Sweeper and 
Second panel and candidates sponsored by die 
Employment Exchange. This is prqiaied in the 
zonal office and informed to all die concerned 
branches. We have a branch at Gurupur. Tlrae 
were no Badlis PTS pior to 1-1-1989. So fresh 
panel was prepared through employment 
exchange. First party was migaged as Badli PTS 
at Gurupur Inanch, purely on temporary basis. 
She has worked from 15-3-1992% 26-3-1992, 
8-1-1992 to 3-2-1992.20-7-199610 4-9-1996 and 
2-8-1987 to 14-8-1987. In all sluj worked for 
119 days. Ex. M2.3 and M4 are the ordms to work 
as Badli PTS issued by the Bank. Again she was 
engaged from 30-3-2000,1-4-2000to 6-4-^XX) she 
worked. Her name was not sponsored by the 
Employment Exchange. Her engagement was not 
according to the guidelines. By mistake in place 
of Miss Baby candidate sponsored by the 
Employment Exchange, 1st party was engaged 
and after tracing the same, she was relieved from 
6-4-2000. She never worked fcr more than 240days 
at any time eithm in calendar year or total m service. 
She worked only for 225 days in alt intermittently. 
It is not a case ol letrenchn^t. For the period for 
which the first party worked was paid dirough by 
crediting wages in her SB account. >iother of first 
party Mrs. Prabhavathi was working as Regular 
PTS at Gurupur Branch. She had recommended 
the nanK of the first party. Ex. M5 is the letter 
written by the Zonal office to Miss Baby. Ex. M6 
is the order issued to Baby. Ex. M7 is the relievii^ 
order. Ex.'MS issued by Zonal office informing 
the name sponsored by the Employment 
Exchange. Ex. M9 is the relieving hotter issued to 
the first party. ” 


affidavit evidence, the first party once again rq)eated the 
avommts made by her in the claim stiUement Her statement 
in ooss-examination is as under: 

“My motl^ who was working as Sweeper with 
the management had recommended my name to 
be appointed as temporary part time sweeper. It is 
true to say that I was iq^inted in that capacity 
for die first time in die year 19^. It was for the 
period of 13 days as per M2< It is true that 
thereaft^ I was engaged in die above capacity 
for a po'iod ctf 27 days in the year 1996 as per 
Ex. M3.1 was again engaged fOT 47 days period in 
the year 1996 as per Ex. M4. Again for a pCTiod of 
13 days I was engaged from 20-8-1997 to 
14-8-1998. It is true to say that my services were 
being taken as a tempomy fwfft time sweeper 
(hsing the period mentioned above as and when 
the permanent siw^r was away from duty. I 
know one Miss Baby. It is true that she has also 
working as a temporary part time sweeper at 
Gurpur t»'anch like me. 1 do not know if her name 
was ^lonsored dir^id^ employment exchan^. I 
do not know if she was appointed as temporary 
part time sweeper in year 1999. It is true that 
my mother who expir^ bn 30-5-1999 was hardly 
left with one months service at the time. It is not 
true to say that in place of my mother said Miss 
Baby was appointed as Part time Sweeper. It is 
tn» dud my name has not b^n spemsored through 
' ^nployment exchufige in die luanch. 1 was taken 
back to service on 2-12-1999 in place of said 
Baby. I conrinuerflo work till 6-4-2000.1 was 
refused woilc by Way of termination order as per 
Ex. M9. My request to the management to 
continue in service tn place of my mother on 
compassioiiale grounds was rejected by the 
managemmt. My account is with Gurupur 
br^iehlpom 1992 onwards. The wages payable to 
nw have been credited to my account. It is not 
true to say that I have not worked for 240 days 
contYnuottsly in my of calendar year or in 
whote of die above said period. I am presently 
wevking as Becdt worker getting daily wages of 
Rs.50.” 

6. Tbereuptm, the matter was taken up to hear the 
learned counsds representing the parties on merits but 
dicre was no repFesenddkm on behaitf of the first party, she 
herself and her advoc^ being absent bef(»^ ^e court. 
Ultimately, learned counsd fr^ the manxgen^t was heard 
and die case is po^ed dits day for award. 


5. It is seen from the records that there was no cross 
examination to the said witness on behalf of the first party 
and the matter was UUren up fw evid^ce of the first party. 
On 19-8-2004, the first party filed 1^ affidisvit evidence 
with three documents marked at Ex.Wl to W3. In her 


7. learned coiuBd^ for the maM^emait,vdiefnendy, 
argued that the fust party was wtukifig as a Part Time 
Sweqpo^ vriieneverhermofoer, Sn^. Pnfohavadn icrrrafned 
absent from duty and it is after the death of said Smt. 
Prabhavathi said Miss BNdiy was engaged as a pst time 
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Sweeper and under the wrong impression that the first 
party’s name was sponsored through employment 
exchange, she was once again engaged as part time sweeper 
between;30-3-2000 and 1-4-2000 and that after having 
realised the mistake i:e. infact Miss Baby was the candidate 
sponsored through Employment Exchange she was taken 
back in service and the first party was relieved from duties. 
Learned Counsel submitted that neither earlier to the death 
of Smt. I^abhavathi nor .-Mbsequent to her death, the first 
party worked continuously for a period of 240 days or 
more nor ishe was taken in service on compassionate ground 
in place qf her mother and therefore, her claim before this 
tribunal tjiat the order relieving her from duties is illegal is 
not tenahjle. • 


that after Smt. Prabhavathi expired on 30-5-1999 once again 
the first party was being engaged as a temporary part time 
sweeper w.e.f. 2-12-1999 and worked as such up till 
30-3-2000 for a period of 119 days. It can be further seen 
from the evidence brought on record the on record that the 
management then engaged the services of said Miss Baby 
whose name was sponsored through Employment Exchange 
and then once again the first party was engaged in service 
w.e.f 1 -4-2000 under the mistaken fact that the first party’s 
name was sponsored through Employment Exchange. The 
management after having realized the mistake took back 
Miss Baby as Badli part time Sweeper whose name was 
sponsored through Employment Exchange and then 
relieved the first party from duties w.e.f 6-4-2000, when 


8. After having gone through the aforesaid 
statement of the management witness in examination chief 
and the Statement of the first party herself in cross 
examination I find substance in the arguments advanced 
for the mmgement. From the statement of MW 1 as noted 
above, it ts crystal clear that the first party, before the death 
of her mother worked for a total period of 100 days in 
between tjie year 1992 and 1997. It is further clear from the 
statement! of the witness that in between 3-12-1999 and 
30-3-200j) the first party hardly worked for a period of 119 
days and ^ between 1-4-2000 and 6-4-2000 she worked for 
a period ojF six days. The first party in her cross examination 
as seen al^ve, in no uncertain terms admitted the fact that 
for the fir^t time in the year 1992 she worked for a period of 
13 days a^ per Ex. M2 and worked for a period of 27 days in 
the year lj996 as per Ex. M3. She worked once again for a 
period of 47 days in the year 1996 as per Ex. M4 and again 
worked ft* a period of 13 days from 2-8-1997 to 14-8-1997. 
She also Admitted that she worked as a part time sweeper 
on temporary basis during the aforesaid period when the 
permanent sweeper was away from duty. She admitted that 
her mother expired on 30-5-1999 a month prior to her 
retirement date and that her name has not been sponsored 
through E[nployment Exchange. She admitted that she was 
taken bac^ in service on 2-12-1999 in place of Miss Baby 
and continued till 6-4-2000 till the order relieving her from 
duties at ^.M9 was passed. It was elicited that her request 
to the management to continue in service in place of her 
mother o^ compassionate ground was rejected by the 
management. Therefore, from the aforesaid oral evidence 
of the management witness not challenged in cross 
examinati )n as well as the first party and the documents 
marked ai Ex.Ml to M9 for the management and the 
document!; marked at Ex.Wl to W3 for the first party, it 
becomes c ystal clear that the first party was being engaged 
by the mar agement bank as a temporary part time Sweeper 
earlier to t le death of her mother Smt, Prabhavathi when 
ever she was remaining absent from duty. In this capacity 
the first ^rty as noted above, worked for a period of 
100 days ih between the year 1992 and 1997. It is further 
seen from jhe records as well as the aforesaid oral evidence 


she had hardly worked for a period of six days on her fresh 
engagement. Therefore, as could be read from the records 
and the evidence brought on record, first party worked for 
a total period of 100 days intermittently in between the 
year 1992 and 1997 earlier to the death of her mother in her 
place whenever she was absent from duty and it is after her 
death she was again engaged by the management bank as 
a Part Time Sweeper on temporary basis from 3-12-1999 to 
30-3-2000 for a period of 119 days. Therefore, it gets clear 
that neither in between the year 1992 and 1997 nor in 
between 3-12-1999 and 30-3-2000 the first party worked for 
a period of 240 days or more continuously, that means she 
did not work for this statutory period in any calendar year 
either earlier to the death of her mother or subsequent to 
her death. 

9. Now, the next question to be considered was 
whether the first party worked with the management in 
place of her mother subsequent to her death presuming 
that she was taken in service on compassionate ground. 
Undisputedly, there is no order by the management in 
favour of the first party appointing her as a part time 
, sweeper in place of her mother on compassionate ground. 
In fact the request made by the first party for such an 
appointment came to be rejected by the managmenet as 
per the letter dated 22-7-2000 at Ex.W3, the document 
produced by the first party, herself. The fact that her name 
was not sponsored through the Employment Exchange is 
very much admitted by the first party herself and she did 
not dispute the fact that name of said Miss Baby was 
sponsored through Employment Exchange. Therefore, no 
fault can be had with the management in relieving the first 
party fropi her duties by the impugned order at Ex.M9 and 
engaging the services of said Miss Baby in her place after 
realising that the first party could not have been engaged 
as part time sweeper to the regular post of Sweeper in place 
of her mother or in place of said Miss Baby. Therefore, the 
first party fails to establish before this tribunal that she 
worked with the management for a period of 240 days or 
more during any calendar year much less immediately before 
her services were terminated or that she was working with 
the management in place of her mother on compassionate 
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ground etc. In the result, the aforesaid ord^ at Ex.M9 made 
by the management in relieving the first party from her 
duties cannot be found fault with much less to hold that 
the action of the management in relieving the first party 
from her duties by the said order was illegal and urijustified. 
In the result, the first party fails and the reference deserves 
to be rejected. Hence the following Award. 

AWARD 

The reference is rejected. No costs. 

(Dictated to PA transcribed by her corrected and signed 
by me on 7th May 2(X)7) 

A. R. SBDDIQUI, Presiding Office 
21 2007 
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New Delhi, the 21 st May, 2007 

S. O. 1771.— In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the (!!entral 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 40/2(X)4) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cuim-Labour 
Court, Bangalore as shown in the Annexure, in the 
Industrial Dispute tetwedn the employers in relation to the 
management of Bank of Maharashtra, and their workmen, 
which was received by the Central Government on 
17-5-2007. 

[No. L-12012/5(y2004-IR(B-II)] 
RAJINDER KUMAR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFtMffi TflE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT 
BANGALORE 

PRESENT: Shri A. R. Siddiqui, 

Presiding Officer 

C.R. No. 40/2004 

IPARTY nPARTY 

Shri K.M. Mallesh, ' The Regional Manager, 

No. 23, Ijoor, Naganakatte, Bank of Maharashtra, 

Ramanagaram Towan, 15, Police Station Road, 

Rural District, Basavangudi, 

Bangalore. Bangalore-56(X)64 


AWARD 

t. The Central (jovemment by exercising the powers 
conferred by clause (d) of Sub-section 2A of the Section 
lO of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 has referred this 
dispute vide order. No. H 2012/5Q/2004^R (B-II) dated 28th 
June 2004 for adjudication on the following schedule. 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the management of Bank of 
Maharashtra is justified in imposing the punishment 
of Compulsory Retirement from S«^ice on Shri K.M. 
Mallesh w.e.f. 3-3-2(X)3? If not, what relief he is entitled 
to?” 

2. The first party workman by his claim statement, 
challenged the impugned punishment order retiring him 
from services compulsorily as unjust and illegal, the 
findings of the enquiry officer holding him guilty of the 
charges of misconduct as perverse and arbitrary and the 
proceedings of the enqui^ as opposed to the principles of 
natural justice. 

3. The management by its Counter Statement 
however, asserted and maintained that the impugned 
punishment order retiring the first party workman from his 
services compulsorily was legal and justified keeping in. 
view the findings of the enquiry officer holding him guilty 
of the charges, grave in nature and that the proceedings of 
enquiry were conducted against the first party in 
accordance with the principles of natural justice. 

4. Keeping in view the respective contentions of 
the parties about the validity and fairness or otherwise of 
the enquiry proceedings, this tribunal on 2-12-2004 framed 
the following Preliminary Issue: 

“ Whether the Domestic Enquiry conducted against 
the first party by the Second Party is fair and 
proper?” 

5. During the course of trial of the said issue, the 
management examined MW 1 and got marked 4 documents 
at EX.M 1 to M4. The first party examined himself as WWI 
and thereupon, after having heard the learned counsels for 
the respective parties this tribunal by order dated 4-4-2006 
recorded a finding over the above said issue in favour of 
the management holding that enquiry conducted against 
the first party by the management is fair and proper. 
Thereupon the matter came to be posted to hear the parties 
on merits of the case. From 26-4-2006 to 4-9-2(X)6, the matter 
underwent several adjournments giving opportunity to the 
learned counsel for the first party to advance his arguments 
on merits of the case i.e. on the alleged perversity of the 
findings. 

6. When the matter was taken up on 3-l0-2(X)6, 
adjournment was sought on behalf of Shri V.S. Naik, learned 
counsel representing the first party on the ground that the 
first party is no more and that LR application will be moved. 
On 29-1-2007, when, the learned counsel for the first party 
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posted for a^ard. On 2-2-2007, on the oral request of Shri 
S. Ramesh ^r ShriV. S. Naik once again the matter came to 
be posted fpr arguments, finally. On 20-2-29X007 and 
1-3-2007, Idamed counsels for the respective parties did 
not turn upjand case wes finally’posted for hearing on 
22-3-2007, dn which date Shri Ramesh for Shri V.S. Naik 
submitted mat the first party is dead and none has 
approached pirn as LRs. Therefore, he left the matter with 
the court to ^ass necessary orders as deemed fit. 

7. Tjerefore, as seen above, the DE conducted 
against the f|rst party has been held to be fair and proper 
and the next question to be considered by this tribunal 
was whetherjthe enquiry findings suffered from perversity 
and whetheij the impugned punishment order in retiring 
the first part)! from service comixjlsorily was bad in law. As 
noted abov 4 despite several oj^rtunities given to the 
first party, lejamed counsel rqiresenting the first party did 
not advance jhis arguments on the above said two points 
and ultimately on 3-10-2006 as noted above, reported the 
death of thej first party. As noted above, once again on 
22-3-2007 learned counsel representing the first party 
submitted th^t the first party being dead no LRs are coming 
forth to repr^ent him and he leaves the matter with the 
court to pass necessary orders. Therefore, under the above 
said facts anej circumstances of toe case this tribunal is left 
with no alterjiative but to hold that the proceedings before 
this tribunal (jannot be proceeded ahead nor can be allowed 
to be pendind any more as the first party is already reported 
to be dead aiu no LRs on his behalf have come on record. 
In the result, toe only order to be passed would be to abate 
the proceedii|gs. Hence the following Award. 

AWARD 

The reference is dismissed as proceedings stand 
abated. No cpsts. 

(Dictated to RA transcribed by her corrected and signed 
by me on 1 st ^ay, 2007) 

A. R. SIDDIQUI, Presiding Officer 
21 2007 
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New Delhi, the 21 st May, 2007 

S. O. 1772.— In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 13/2004) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Bhubaneswar as shown in the Annexure, in the 
Industrial Dispute between the enployers in relation to the 
management of Indian Bank, and their workmen, which 
was received by the Central Government on 17-5-2007. 

[No. D12011/289/2003-IR(B-II)] 
RAJINDER KUMAR, Desk Officer 
ANNEXU^ 

CEhmULGOVERNMENTINDUSTRIALTRIBUNAL- 
CUM-LABOUR COURT BHUBANESWAR 
PRESENT: Shri N.K. R. Mohapatra, 

Presidmg Officer., C.G.I.T.-cum-Labour Court, 
Bhubaneswar. 

INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE CASE No. 15/2004 
Date of Passing Award - 17th April, 2007 
BETWEEN: 

The Management of the Regional Manager, 

Indian Bank, Circle Office, 

117/118, Station Square, Bhubaneswar 
Orissa, Pin-751001 

... 1 st Party-Management 

AND 

Their Workman, represented through the 
The General Secretary, 

Indian Bank Employees Union, 

C/o. Indian Bank, 32, Ashok Nagar, 

Bhubaneswar, Orissa-751 009 

... 2 nd Party-Union 

APIEARANCES: 

Shri G. Satyanarayana. For the 1 st Party- 

management 

Shri Jagdish Chandra Jena, For the 2nd 
General Secretary. party-Union. 

AWARD 

The Government of India in toe Ministry of Labour, 
in exercise of Powers conferred by Clause (d) of sub-section 
(1) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 {14 of 1947) have referred the following 
dispute for adjudication vide their Order No.L-12011/289/ 
2003(IR (B-n), dated 8-3-2004. 

“Whether toe demand of toe Indian Bank Employees 
Union for appointment of Shri K.C. Das, Sr. Cashier 
of Puri Branch to the post of Computer Operator on 
permanent basis is legal and justified? If not, what 
relief toe workman is entitled to?” 
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2 The above reference is the outcome of a disiHite 
raised by the Indian Bank Employees Union, Bhubaneswar, 
Orissa espousing the causes of the workmani Shri K.C. 
Das, a so-called Senior Cashier, of Puri Branch Bank of the 
Management. 

3. Admittedly the Managemem-Bank is having its 
Corporate Office at Chennai while one of its circle office is 
located at Bhubaneswar exoicising control over the Puri 
Branch. It is alleged by die Union diat the workman Shri 
K.C. Das worked as a Cashi^ in the above Puri Branch 
from 17-8-1994 drawing necessary cash allowance on 
permanent basis. Subsequendy after corapuUnization of 
the said branch he was posted in die self samiS branch as 
Computer Operator, a special allowance post, on pennanent 
basis with effect from 12-8-2002 as per the fodi^try Level 
Settlement. As per the above settlement assignmmt of 
Special allowance post should be on die basis of seniority. 
But when the Management wanted to assipi such post on 
rotation-wise in its branch office'll Bhtd>anesw)ir, a dispute 
was raised and ultimately it was decided by die Tribui^ in 
its award dated 20-11-2002 not to post persons on rotation- 
wise in the post of Computer C^ierator. As in regard to die 
same the Management thov^t of posting its employees 
on rotation basis, the worknuui being apprehensive of his 
transfer from the post of Computer Operator raised a dispute 
through the Union culminating the same in the present 
reference. It is prayed by the Union to direct the 
Management not to disturb the workman from ftinctioning 
as Computer Operator by posting him in some oth^ 
capacity, the post of computer operator being a permanent 
special allowance post by nature. 

4. The Management on die odier hand, besides 
pleading about the unscrupulous demand of the Union 
has contended that the Union in question has no locus 
standi to raise such a dispute, the same not being a 
recognized Union. It is aho pleaded that posting of persons 
on rotation wise being in accordance with a tripartite 
agreement with the Federation of Indian Bank Employc^es 
Union (FIBEU) affiliated to AIBEA the present Union has 
no locus standi to challenge the same in a circumvent 
manner by stating as if there was some Industry level 
settlement contrary to the same. Coming to an earlier award 
dated 20-11-2002 of the Trilmnal to which the Union has 
referred, it is further contended by the Management that 
the subject-matter of that case is different from the present 
and so much so the matter is still subjudice before the High 
Court of Orissa. 

5. As to the status of the workman in question it is 
further averred by the Management that the workman was 
never holding the post of a Cashier on special allowance 
on permanent basis or as a computer operates* thereafter 
on permanent basis as claimed by the Union. According to 
it soon after the implementation of Computer system clerical 
staff having knowledge in computra' were postetl in diff(n’ent 
counters/seats having suc.i computer facility and for this 
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they were offered with some extra special allowance. 
Accordingly on the basis of routine allocation of work the 
woikman Slni K.C. Das was simply allocided with the duties 
of cash receipt from 12-8-2002 on a rotidional basis fen* a 
temporary period of six rntmths as per the Bank’s policy in 
vogue. But he was nevCT designated as Computer C^jerator 
as it was impossible in view of the settlement dated 
23-7-1994 with the recognized Union acconling to which 
die work which attracts computer allowance was only to 
be rotated among other eligible staff members for a period 
of six mondis. It is further contended that except the above 
refened agreement with the recognized Union then was no 
other industry based agreement as claimed by the Union 
and thereft^ the workman is not entitled to be posted 
permanently as a Computer Operator, the entire pleading 
of the Union being baseless and imaginary. 

6 . On the basis of above pleadings of both the 
parties the following two issues were framed. 

ISSUES 

L Whether the denumd ofnhe Indian Bank 

EmployeesTJnion for appointment of Shri K.C. Das, 

Senior Cashio'of Puri Branch to the Post of Computer 

Operator on permanent basis is legal and justified? 

2 If not, to what relief die worknmn is entitled. 

7. Besid^ produemg cotain circulars/Bank Orders 
each party has examined one witness from their side. 

ISSUEN0.1&2 

8 . These two issues are taken up togedier as tiny 
are inter-linked. While giving a partial go bye to the stand 
of the Union, the workman (W.W.l) stated that from 
17-8-1994 to 18-2-2003 he worked as Cashier on special 
allowance on permanent basis and thereafter he was 
transferred to deposit section from 19-2-2003 to work as a 
Clerk without any special allowance though according to 
Circular No. 101/91-92 dated 19-10-1991, (a reference to 
.which has been made in anodic circular marked Ext-5) he 
should not have been deprived of the special allowance 
which he was getting as a Cashier. The workman has also 
produced some office order to show his posting as a 
Cashier which has been denied by the Management. But 
diis part of the evidence of the workman needs no answ^, 
the same being outside the purview of the reference. 

9. Coming to the terms of refraence the worlanan 
ftirthn contended that since he was the senior-most person 
in the branch hq j$ entitled to be posted as Computer 
Operator on pennanent basis as pw the letter No. 1057/99 
dated 14-9-1999 (ExL-4) issued by the Zonal Office at 
Calcutta. But on perusal of the same it is gathered that the 
same is neither a circular nor a lettor issued <mi the basis of 
a circular of the head office. It is simply a letter issued by 
Calcutta Zonal Office to all its branch banks at Calcutta te 
collect and fiMward to the Zonal Office for i»q>aration of a 
panel all the apj^ications received from interested compute 
knowing persons for their time to time posting in diffeient 
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branch banks I within Calcutta city including Howrah, 
Shibpur, Lilukh, Babudangar, Serampore, Chinsurah. 
Therefore, this[ letter (Ext.-4) is found to be of little help to 
the workman. I^oreover there is nothing in it that the senior- 
most employed of a branch is to be posted as Computer 
Operator on permanent basis as claimed by the Union for 
the workman. * 

10 . During cross-examination the workman admits 
that there is noj sanctioned post of a computer operator in 
Puri Branch bilt those of the employees who are asked to 
operate the coiiputer are simply being called as Computer 
Operator and these compute operators besides operating 
the ^mputer ate also required to attend to their cadre jobs. 
Basing on a lettw (ExL-4) of Zonal Office, Calcutta he claims 
that he being the senior most perswis of Puri branch is 
entitled to be iposted as Computer Operator after the 
computcrizatiofi of the branch in the year 2002. But on 
perusal of ttie jsaid document as discussed e^lier, it is 
noticed that the same is not at all a circular having wider 
af^licability. It jather indicates that at a pre-computerization 
stage the said letter was issued to different branch banks 
of West Bengal to collect applications from desirous 
persons for prej)aration of a temporary panel of computer 
operators for t«ir subsequent posting in different branch 
banks of West ^engal on special allowances. Therefore on 
the basis of said Office order of the Zonal Office an employee 
posted outside Calcutta can not claim that same is equally 
applicable to hijn- Besides there is nothing in that letter by 
which one can c|aim the post of a computer operator purely 
on the basis of ^tation seniority on pamanent basis. 

11. On tie other hand Ext.-A/3 a circular of 1994 

issued by the Personnel Department of the bank indicates 
that prior to issutoce of the said circular the clerical staff of 
different branch were posted rotation-wise for three 

months on spteial allowances to work as Computer 
Operator. Sinc^ the period of such posting was only for 
three months on the demiand of the Union vide settlement 
dated 23-7-19^ the said period was increased to six months 
and in case of Data Entry Operators the period of rotation 
was increased tq 15 months from 12 months. Thus in view 
of the above position a person can not claim to be posted 
permanently as |[!omputer Operator purely on the basis of 
Stations Seniorjty and as such there appears no force in 
the demand of qie Unions. 

12 It is Icontcnd'^d by the Union in its claim 
statement that thjere was an industry level settlement under 
which special allowance posts like the post in question are 
alone to be manhed on seniority basis but not on rotation 
basis. It is furthw aveiTed in his claim statement that in an 
^lier award Nd. 793, dated 20-11-2002 this Tribunal has 
imposed) restricjions not to post persons on rotation in 
specif tillowante carrying post. But in support of such 
pleading s no doquments has been filed by the Union either 
to speak about l|ie so-called industry level settlement or 
about thie previous award. Therefore on an overall 


consideration of the facts on record it is held that the 
Management is not at all obliged to post permanently the 
workman Shri K.C. Das as a Computer Operator on the 
basis of his station seniority ignoring the circulars issued 
by its Head Office in tune with the settlement dated 
23-7-1994 with the Union as contained in Ext.-A/3. 

13. Accordingly the reference is answered in favour 
of the Management and against the Union. 

14. Reference is answered accordingly. 

Dictated & Corrected by me. 

N. K. R. MOHAPATRA, Presiding Officer 
ANNEXURE 

centralgovernmentindustrialtribunal- 

CUM4LABOUR COURT,BHUBANESWAR 
IJD. CASE No. 1572004 

The Management of the 1 st Party-Management 
Regional Manager, 

Indian Bank 

Versus 

Their Workman. 2nd Party-Workman. 

LIST OF WITNESSES EXAMINED ON BEHALF OF 
THEWORKMAN 

Workman Witoess No. 1 : The workman Himself 

ShriKailash Chandra Das. 

LIST OF WITNESSES EXAMINED ON BEHALF OF 
THE MANAGEMENT 

Management Witness No. 1 : Shri Prafulla Kumar Behera. 

USTOFEXHIBITSONBEHALFOFTHE 2ND 
PARTY-WORKMAN 
Ext.-1 - Copy of the Bank Circular. 

Ext.-2 - Copy of the Circular issued by the Zonal Office of 
Bank at Calcutta. 

Ext.-3 - Copy of Office Order. 

Ext.-3/l. - Copy of the Office Order. 

Ext.-3/2. - Copy of the Office Order. 

Ext.-3/3. - Copy of the Office Order. 

Ext.-3/4. - Copy of the Office Order. 

Ext.-3/5. - Copy of the Office Order. 

Ext.-3/6. - Copy of the Office Order. 

Ext.-3/7. - Copy of the Office Order. 

Ext.-3/8. - Copy of the Office Order. 

Ext.-4. - Copy of the letter dated 14-9-1999 
Ext.-5.-Copyof Circular dated 12-8-2005. 

USTOFEXHIBITS ONBEHALFOF 
THE 1ST PARTY-MANAGEMENT 

Ext. -A - Copy of the Circular dated 31-1-1991. 

Ext.-A/1 - Copy of the Circular dated 19-10-1991. 
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Ext.‘A^-Copy of the Circular dated 6-5-19<)2." 

Ext.-A/3 - Copy of the Circular dated 25-8-1‘>94. 

Ext.-A/4 - Copy of the Circular dated 1-8-19‘>6. 

Ext.- A/5 - Copy of the Circular dated 19-8-1998. 

^ 22 2007 

m, 1773.—aPtfIrNTT, 1947 (1947 

^ 14) ^ 17 ^ 3T3WUJ ^ ^ ^ 

^ ^ 4>44>kT 

allslP w ^ 3 |IeAPi 4> ^ •‘Nie 

'^m 32(0/2003) iwif^ i, ^ 

^ 22-5-2007 ^ ^3?T «?H 

12011/188/2003-3^.3111. (^-II)] 
aif^chid 

New Delhi, the 22nd May, 200'? 

S. 0.1773.— in pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 32(C)/ 
2(X)3) of the Industrial Tribunal Patna (Bihar) as shown in 
the Annexure, in the Industrial Dispute between the 
management of UCO Bank, and their workmen, which was 
received by tfie Central Government on 22-05-2(X)7. 

[No. H2011/188/2003-IR(B-II)] 
RAJINDER KUMAR, Desk Officer 
^ANI^SXURE. 

BEFORE THE FR£SI»NG OFFICER, INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL, SHRAM BHAWAN, BAILEY ROAD, 
PATNA 

Reference Ciue No* 32(C) of2003 

Between the management of UCO Bank, R.O. Mauryalok 
Complex, A Block, 4th Floor, Patna and their workmen 
represented by UCO Bank Employees Association, C/o. 

UCO Bank, Exhibition Road, Patna. 

For the Management : None. 

For the Workmen : Shri B. Prasad, State Secretary, 
UCO Bank Employees 
Association, Patna. 

Present : Vasucteo Ram,Residing Officer, 

Industrial Iribunall, Patna. 

AWARD 

Patna, dated the 14th May, 2007 

By adjudication ordo* No. L-12011/188/2003-IR03-n) 
dated 27-11-2003, the Govt, of India, Ministry of Labour, 
New Delhi, has referred under clause(d) of SuthSection (1) 
of Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 
(hereinafter to be called as ‘the Act’ for brevity) the 
following dispute between the management of UCO Bank, 
R.O. Mauryalok Complex, A-Block, 4th Floor, Patna and 


their workmen represented by UCO Bank Employees’ 
Association, C/o. UCO Bank, Exhibition Road, Patna to 
this Tribunal for adjudication on the following: 

“ WhedtCT tile claim of the Union that Smt. Kiran Devi 
qualifies for compassionate appointment as an 
empanelled daily rated wc^kman consequent upon 
the death of her husband Shri Babloo during the 
pendency of the dispute raised on his behalf for 
permanent absorption in Patna Main Branch of UCO 
Bank is justifted ? If yes, what relief the workmen is 
entitled to?” 

2 On receeipt of tiie reference the notices were 
issued by this Tribunal. The parties appeared and filed 
their respective written statements. The case of the UCO 
Bank Employee’s Association (hereinafter referred to as 
‘the Association’ for brevity) as made out in its written 
statement is that Shri Babloo, the husband of Smt. Kiran 
Devi was orally ap^inted in JFune, 1982 in UCO Bank, Patna 
Mqjn Branch as daily rated peon. Despite, rigning of a 
settlement at apex level between the management of UCO 
Bank and the workmen Union for regularising the s^vices 
of daily rated workmen who worked for 240 days during 
the period 12-10-1986 and 12-10-89 Shri Babloo was not 
empanelled for regularisation and hence an industrial 
dispute was raised which culminated in reference and 
' passing of an award by tiie Coitral Govt. Industrial Tribunal 
No. 2, Dhanbad directing the management to empanel Shri 
Babloo for regularisation. Accordingly Shri Babloo was 
empanelled for regularisation. Further, the case of the 
Association is that as Shri Babloo was not regularised an 
industrial dispute was raised which was ultimately referred 
for adjudication and as was numbered as Ref. Case No. 10 
C of 2(K)3. During tiie pendency of the Reference Case No. 
10 C of 2063 Shri Babloo fell ill and ultimately died on 
6 -11-2001, leaving behind his widow and children. As late 
Babloo was empanelled daily rated worker, he was not 
enorlled as a member of Provident Fund, Gratuity ands 
Pension Fund etc. hence his widow did not get any 
retirement benefits. Further the case of the Association is 
that after the death of her husband Smt. Kiran Devi made 
representation to the Bank for her empanelment on 
compassionate ground as an empanelled daily rated worker 
but the managment truned down her request vide letter 
dated 12-1-2002. Thereafter Smt. Kiran l>evi approached 
‘the Association’ which raised this industrial dispute. The 
Association contends that there are provisions for 
appointment on compassionate ground for the widow for a 
deceased employee in tiie Bank. Late Babloo was getting 
wages monthly and was also paid wages for Sundays an 
Holidays and was also paid Bonus as per the provisions of 
the Payment of Bonus Act, 1965. His status was that of a 
temporary worker awaiting regularisation. It has been 
prayed that Smt. Kiran Devi be appointed on compssionate 
ground as an empanelled daily rated peon and thereafter 
be regularised in Bank’s Subordinate Cadre. 
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3. Ttie contention of the management as mentioned 
in the wri^n statement is that SmL Kiran Devi is not a 
workman ^ defined under Section 2(S) of ‘the Act’ and 
the dispute raised by the Lhikm is not an industrial dispute 
as defined ^er Section 2(K) of ‘the Act’ as she was not 
employed jvith the management nor She could become the 
member ofjthe Union. Fiuther, aoccvding to toe managemrat 
Smt. Kirai^ Devi was not an empanelled daily rated casual 
woricer. husband Shri B^Hoo was a casual worker who 
died on 6- ill-2001 during the pendency of Ref. Case No. 10 
C of2003. ^race the claim of toe Union for compassionate 
appointme|nt of Smt. Kiran Devi is not maintainable. 
According! management toere is no provision for 
compassionate appointment for the casual workers. Their 
dependant^ can not claim appointment on compassionate 
ground on |hc basis of circular dated 21-9-1999. The said 
circular isj for appointment of the dependants of the 
deceased permanent regular employee on compassionate 
grounds. Itjis not applicable to the casual employees. It is 
also cont^ded by the management that not a single 
appointment on compassionate grounds of the dependants 
of deceased casual worker has been made. According to 
toe managelment the relief claimed is fit to be rejected. 

4. U]^n the pleadings of the parties the following 
points aris^ out for decisions— 

(1)} Is the dispute raised an industrial dispute as 
i defined in toe Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 ? 

(ii) I WhethCT the claim of the Union that Smt. Kiran 
! Devi qualifies for compassionate appointment 
I as an empanelled daily rated workman 
I consequent upon the death of her husband 
j Shri Babloo during the pwjdeiicy of the dispute 
I raised on his behalf for permanent absorption, 

I is justified ?.. 

(iii) I To what relief or reliefs Smt. Kiran Devi is 
i entitled ? 

FINKNGS 

PdDtNo.(0: 

5. Ptjfore entering into toe toscus^ons of evidence 
I would lil^e to mention that after filing the W.S. the 
management left taking ste^s in the proceeding and hence 
the hearing has been doi^ ex-parte. Mrs. Monju Sur 
(W.W. 1) h^ been examined on tehalf of the Association 
besides Kir^ Devi (W.W. 2). A few documents have also 
been prodi^ed and marked Exhibits on behalf of the 
Association!. No evidence either oral or documentary has 
been adduc^ on behalf of the management. 

6 . ‘Ii^ustrial Dispute’ has been defined under 
Section 2(1^ of the Act as follows:— 

“Industrial Dispute means any dispute or difference 
between embloyers and employers, or between employers 
and the workmen, or between workmen and the workmen, 
which is connected with the employment or non¬ 


employment or the terms of employment or with the 
condition of labour, of any person; 

From the said definition it comes out that in order to 
call a dispute an industrial dispute— 

(a) there should be a dispute or difference, 

(b) the dispute or difference should relate to an 
industry; 

(c) the dispute or difference should be between the 
employers and the employers or between employer and 
the workmen, or between the workmen and the workmen; 

(d) the dispute or difference is connected with the 
employment or non employment; or terms of employment, 
or the conditions or labour of any person. 

The expression ‘any person’ is significant in this 
regard. Any person does not necesarily mean a workman 
nor it means any outsider. The crucial test is one of 
‘community of interest’ with the concerned person and 
subjected the construction of the expression ‘any person’ 
to the following two limitation:— 

CO The dispute must be a real dispute between 
the parties to the dispute so as to be capable 
of settlement or adjudication by one party to 
the dispute giving necessary relief to the otoer; 
and 

(ii) the person regarding whom the dispute is 
raised must be one in whose employment, non 
employment, terms of employment or 
conditions of labour, as the case may be, the 
parties to the dispute must have direct or 
substantial interest. 

In this case the dispute has been raised by the Union, 
UCO Bank Employees’ Association. The copy of 
memorandum dated 13-1-2002 submitted to the 
management by the Staff members of UCO Bank has been 
filed and marked Ext. W/2. Smt. Kiran Devi for whom the 
dispute has been raised is admittedly not an employee of 
the Bank but at the same time she is not completely an 
outsider. She is the heir and dependant of Late Shri Babloo 
who wai ^mittedly a workman and Smt. Kiran Devi claims 
employment on compassionate ground on the death of her 
husband. The dispute is with regard to the employment. 
Thus all the four ingredients of ‘industrial dispute’, namely 
dispute, industry, party and the subjeet matter are present 
in this case. Under the circumstances I find and hold that 
the dispute raised in this case is an industrial dispute within 
the meaning and definition of industrial dispute under 
Section 2(K) of ‘the Act’. This point is decided accordingly. 

Point No. (ii) 

7. Kiran Devi (W.W. 2) is the widow of Late Babloo. 
She has stated that her husband died on 6-11-2001. She 
made application for her appointment but the same was 
turned down by the management. The copy of letter 
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dated 12 - 1 ; 2002 of the management in this reganl has been 
marked Ext. W/3. The copy of death certificate of Shri 
Babloo is Ext.W/4. Mrs. Monju Sur (W.W. 1) wh(3 was also 
an employee of UCO Bank has stated diat thoe was 
settlement between the management and the workmen 
Union/Federation that the employee who served in 
subordinate cadre as casual workers for a iperiod of 
240 days or more during the pmod of 3 years immediatlcy 
preceding the settlement would be absorbed as ()«inanent 
employee. The said settlement was arrived at on 12th 
October, 1989. The copy of the said settlement is Ext.W. A 
copy of panel of such work»s prqiared by the management 
is Ext.W/1 in which the name of Shri Babloo finds 
mentioned at serial No. 206 with the date of his 1st 
engagement 25th Noveirtier, 1986. It is also title case of 
‘the Association’ that there was a reference case is whidi 
an award by die Central Government Industrial Tribunal 
No. 2, l%anbad was passed and accordingly Sliri Babloo 
was empanelled for regularisation. It is not a disputed fact 
that Shri Babloo died before he could be regularised. 'Ihus 
it is an admitted fact that Shri Babloo was an empaadled 
daily rated worker. 

8 . Now it is Kobe considered as lo wiKther the heir or 
dependant of an empanelled daily rated worker is endtled 
to ap^intment on compassinate ground ot not. The otbi 
lies on die workmen to show diat there is rule or {xecedeaoe 
in UCO Bank that on the death of an en^ianelled daily rated 
worker his heir or dependant would be iq^inted on 
compassionate ground. The Association has not produced 
any such circular or has shown tu^ (eecedence that the 
heir or depend^it of an empanelled deceased WOTkmap 
has been appointed on compassionate ground. As again^ 
that I find a copy of circular No.CHO/Ph^/19/99 dated 
21 -9-99 entitled ‘Scheme for recruitment of d^iendants of 
decased employees on compassionate grounds’ on record 
in which ‘Employee’ means—^A regular employee whethw 
in the Subordinate, Clerical or Officer’s Cadre, whether 
confirmed or on probation and whether working foil time or 
permanent part time. But will not incliKle temporary or 
casual worker. Under the circumstances I find that as the 
services of Shri Babloo was not regularised tind he was 
only on empanelled daily rated worker his heirfoependant 
can not claim af^intmem on compassionate ground. 
Undo* the circumsaatces I find and hold that the claim of 
the Union for compasskmate i^jpomtment of Smt. Kiran 
Devi as an en^Tiuielled daily ra^ woritw is not justified. 
This point is decided accordingly. 

Point No. (iii) 

9. Keeping in view the discussions macki above and 
the findings arrived at on point No.(ii) I find and hold dirt 
Smt. Kiran Devi is not entitled to any relief. This point is 
answered accordingly. 

10. In the result I find and hold that the claim of the 
Union that Smt. Kinm Devi qualifies for compassionate 


appointment as an emprtwlled daily rated workman 
6 onsequent upon the death of her husband Shri Babloo 
during die pendency of die dispute raised on h» behalf for 
permanent abosrptkm is not justified and Smt Kiran Devi 
is not eatided to any relief. 

11. And this is my award.' 

Dictated and corrected by me. 

VASUEaEORAM,PresidingOfwer 

^1^,2211^,2007 

W. hW. 1774.—jlWinw» 1947 (1947 

^ 14) ^ ^ 3155^01 

18/2003) 

t,# ^ 18-5-2007 

mi 

[U I551-20012/201/2002-rtt|3m ) ] 

am 

New Delhi, die 22od May, 2007 
S. 0.1774.— In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
hiduftrial Disputes Act 1947 (14 of 1947), fee Central 
Govermnent hereby publishes the award (Ref. No, 18/2003) 
of dieCeatral Cfovenment Industrial TWbunal-aim-Labour 
Court Dhanbai-I now as shown in the Annexure. in the 
Industrial Dt^mte between the employers in relation to 
the management of BCCL and d»ir workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 18-5-2(X)7. 

[No. i.aooi2a8iini^iR()c-i)] 

AJAY KUMAR GAt^R, DeAOfficrt 
ANNEXURE 

B£!F0B£ the CENTRAL GOVERbaiENr 
INWJSTRIAL TRIBUNAL4:UM-LAtiOUB C3CRJRTL 
DHAP^AD 

PRESENT: 

Shri Nfcl. Srtfaraz Khan, Preskhng Officer. 
Rcirtviicc. No. lS/2003 

Party:—Employer’s in relation to die Management 
of Bhoura (S) colliery of M/s. BC(X 
Vrs 

Sri Mithu Bouri Ex-M.CL. of BhOura (South) Colliery of 
M/s. BOX 

R c p w a c rt t a t ive:- 

Fbr die Management : Sri. S.C. Qour, Advocate 
Fbr the Workman ; Sri. U.NXal, Advocate 
Industry:-Coal State :-Jharkhand 

Dated 9di .^jril, 2007 


2646 GI/07—18 
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AWARD 

After having recei\'ed the orders No. L-2(X) 12/201/ 
2002-IR(Cil) dated 24-1-2003 of die said reference from the 
Govt, of lindia Ministry of Labour, New Delhi for 
adjudication of the dispute a reference case No. 18 of 2003 
was registered on 5-2-2003 and accordingly an order to 
that effect was passed to issue notices through the 
legistered ^st to the parties concerned directing to 
appear in fhe court oh the scheduled date and file their 
written statement, along with tile relevant document and a 
list of witntesses in support of dieir claims. In pursuance of 
the said order notices through the registered post were 
issued to ^e parties concerned. Sri S.C. Gour, Advocate 
and Sri ut N. Lai, Advocate appeared in the Court to 
reiffesent t|ie Union and the Management respectively and 
filed their Written statement in support of their claim. 

The jcase of the Union in brief compass as set forth 
in its written statement is that the workman was appointed 
as a piecd rated Miner loader having been posted at 
B.C.C.L. fifKiwra (S) Colliery, 

The iMain case of the union is that the delinquent 
employee remained absent for the period of two months 
w.e.f. 18-8-2001 due to jaundice and was under the 
treatment of village Vaidya he was charge sheeted for the 
said unauthorised absence from the duty. The copy of the 
charge shejct is claimed to have not been iM’operly sent to 
the worknWn nor any explanation was ever submitted to 
the management. The domestic enquiry was conducted 
and concluded ex-parte in absence of the workman and 
subsequen ;ly on the basis of the said ex-parte enquky 
proceeding alongwith its finding the workman was 
dismissed |from the service for the said simple case of 
unauthewi^ absence of about two months only. 

The further case of the union is that the unauthorized 
absence (if two months on the reasonable cause and 
under the (jompelling circumstance beyond the control of 
the employee. Can not be treated as t gross-misconduct 
and the san|e cannot warrant a penalty of nuqor punishm^ 
of dismissal. 

The punishment is 'claiir^ to be dis-proportionate 
to the miscjonduct proved. The union has sought relief for 
setting asiijle the order of dismissal and reinstatement of 
the workmjm concerned with full hack wages. 

On tl^e otiier hand defence case of die management 
in dioft as per the averment made in its writtem statement 
is that the jlelinqoent workman was issued with a charge 
sheet for Unauthorised absence from his duty w.e.f. 
18-8-2001! without any leave or prior permission or 
information to the Management. The domestic enquiry was 
held as no( explanation of the charge sheet issued and 
submitted by the workman concerned and accordingly 
notice of eiiquiry were issued by the enquiry officer fixing 
the date df enquiry on 7-11-2001, 26-11-2001 and 
24-12-20011 but the charge sheeted workmen did not 


participate in the enquiry and as such the ex-parte enquiry 
was conducted in absence of the wcukmen concerned. 

The further defence of the Management is that after 
submission of the enquiry preceding along with its findings 
the disciplinary Authority sent. The copy of the enquiry 
report asking 2nd show cause to the workmen concerned. 
The delinquent workmen had submitted his reply which 
was not found satisfactory. His past record was also 
considered but the same was not found satisfactory and 
he was also held guilty for the misconduct of habitual 
asbsenteeism. The Management has denied the contents 
of the \Vritten statement filed by the side of the union and 
has claimed that the penalty imposed upon the workman 
concerned is just, fair and proportioned to the alleged 
proven misconduct and the delinquent employee is not 
entitled to seek any relief. 

Rrom perusal of the record it transpired that the case 
was pending for the examination of the witnesses from the 
side of the management. In the mean time a copy of the 
memorarKlum of settlement dtd. 14-11-06 arrived at between 
the management Eastern Jharia, Bhowra area and the 
workmen concerned has been filled in the court on 
9-4-2007 on behalf of the management praying there in to 
accept the same and to pass an award as per the terms of 
the settlement. 

Heiud the learned lawyer for the mangement and the 
representative of the workmen concerned on the point of 
the settlement. Perused the copy of the memorandum of 
settlement dtd. 14-11 -06 arrived at between the management 
and the delinquent employee. Both the representatives of 
the parties and Sri A. K. Sinha, Dy. Chief Personal Manager, 
Eastern Jharia area of M/s. BCCL and the delinquent 
employee Sri Mithu Bouri, Ex-Loader of the Colliery have 
put their signature on the Memorandum of settlement 
arrived at between the parties on certain terms and 
condition. It is agreed by the parties that Sri Mithu Bouri 
the workmen will be reinstated as badli loader on initial 
basic pay without any claim for any back wages or 
luiything for the period of idl^iess and the whole idle 
period will be treated as dies- non and will be reckoned for 
the purpose of gratuity only. Altogether there are eight 
terms and condition for the settlement arrived at between 
the parties. Both the party have came to the settlement at 
their sweet will and free consent. 

In the aforesaid prevailing facts and circumstances 
of the case and the memorandum of settlement duly signed 
by the respondents parties and their representative in 
presence of the workmen. It is hereby. 

C«r®RED 

That let an award be and the same is passed as per 
the terms and condition of the memorandum of settlement 
arrived at between the parties. 
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The memorandum of settim^ did. 14-11-2006 
filled today is aa)^>ted and the same^tall ftxni of the 
award. 


Send the copies of die award to the Oovt. of India 
Ministry of L^x>m' and Employment for infoimation and 
needful. The r^erioce is acemdmgly disposeid oS. 

MD.S. KHAN, PiemiiHgOfficer 
MEMOIL\I«XM SETTLEMIKT ARRIVED AT 

BETWEETf THE MA!iUfiEME3ST (V EASTTERN 


JHARIA AREA, M/& aCCX. AND THEIR 
WORKMAN, SHRI MrniUBOlJRl,EX-MiNER/ 
LOAMS, PJ«3^4l29S«29,BifC)W1bi^CO^ 

IN Ft»M*H’ASf«RlD.RULES,1957, 


Management side: 

1. Slm A.K.Sinha, 

Dy. Chief Personnel 
Management, Eastern 
Jharia Area, M/s. BCCX, 
P. O.: Bhowra, Dist: 
EMianbad. 


. Wftihanm sMf 
1. SriMithuBcturi, 
Ex-M/Loader, P. No. 
2956829,BhowmCs) 
QHlfeay. 

Z SriMd.Al*tarAli, 
AreaSecrehffy, 
N.CW.,EJAfea. 


SHCHtT RECITAL M THE CASE 


Stei Mhhu Bouri, bearmg P. No. 02956829, was 
working as Miner/Loader at Bhowra(s) Colliery in 
permanent roll of M/s. BCCL. He was dismissed fixim 
service of the Con^xiny w.e.f. 10-2-2002 on accoimt of 
proved misconduct of unatUhorised absence from duty 
w.ei. 18^3001. 

However, die manasemem of BCCL has now hem 
pleased reinstate him in service as a Badli wcHkaum on 
certain terms and conditions, as anmnunicated by the 
C. Q.M. (P&m), BCCL, KoyU^imn, vide his le^ 
BCCUFer/IRJRefostatiBine^^ dated 30-08-2006 
addressed to him a copy to die G.M., EJ Area & odiers, 

AocOfdingly, this Mranorandinn of Setdement inFcnm-H’ 
as per LD. Rules , 1957 is being arrived at between the 
Management of E.J. Area and Shri Mithu Bouri and his 
represendag Union - N. C.W.S., to reinstate him in service 
as a BacHi wmlonan on the followh^ terms & condition. 

TERMSAC(X«HTK)NS 

1. SdMidm Bouri will be rein^ated as Badli Mmet/ 
Loader on initial ba^ pay at Bhowra(s) Colliety, 
subject to his Medical Fitness l>y the Area 
MedicaiBoaRl 

2 Htt reinstalmMM wiH be stfoject tci his identity 
being established in reference to Company’s 
records and documents. 

1 He should not have attained the age of 
superannuation. 

4. He should not have withdrawn his; CMFF and 
Qratuity, oth^wise, it will be treated as a fresh 
appointment instead of reinstatonent as Badli 
wnker. 


5 . Ifc shoufei not have raised my LU. before the 
ALC<C), or fUed aoy case before any Court 
regarding lus dismiss^ af^ »^he will withdraw 
the case before of doty on rein- 

manem^ 

d lie s^teotPlehit foreay bade wages or anything 
for die period of idleness and the whole idle 
perk>d will be treated as dies-non and will be 
reckoned fw the purpose of gratuity only. 

7. His confirmation as a permanent employee will be 
subject to completion of 190 days att^dances in 
underground/240 days attendance on surface in 
a calendar year. 


8 . Ifc will be abide by the Coal Mines, Pension 
Scheme, 1998 and contribution thereof as 
a^^ikable. 


(A.K.Sinha) 

Dy. Chief Personnel 
Manage, E. J. Area, 
BCCUPO-Bhowra 
(Dhanbad) 


Sri Mithu Bouri, 
Ex-M4..,P.No. 
2956829,Bhowra(S) 
Colliery. 


(Md. AkhatarAli) 

Area Secy. UCWU,«J Area 


WftaeaKs:— 

1. K.P.Shanna Q09(N1Q? 

02769941 

2. Bhowra (S) 


22 ■*1^,2007 

m. W. 1775,—dttolPicb 1947 (1947 

dn 14) ^ «ira 17 ^ ^ 

^ TWRfsr ^ "3^ ^ 

aiftpRwiR 30/2003) 

^ milk 18^-2007 

NhwDdhi, die 22iid May. 2007 
S. O. 1775.—^la pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
GovermnMit hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 3(y2003) 
of theCratral Govenmient Industrial Tr^wnal-cum-Labour 
Court, Mumbai-I now as shown in the Annexure, in tte 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
managraient of Airways and thw workman, which was 
received!:^ the Crnitnd Government on 18-5-^X)7. 

[No. 1^11012/21/2003-IR(C-1)] 
AJAY KUMARGAUR, DeskOfficer 
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annexuhe: 

THE C:E^m^UL GOVERNMENT 
INpUSTRIAL TRIBUNALN0.1, MUMBAI 

PRESENT 

I JUSTICE GHANSHYAM DASS 
Presiding Officer 

j REFERENCE*NO.CGIT-300F2003 

PARUf^S: Employers in relation to the management 

of Jet Airways 


And 

Their woiionai. 

APPEARANCES: 

For the ijlanagement : Mr. A.R. Kulkami, Adv. 

For the workman : Workman present in person 

State : Maharashtra 

Mumbai, dated the 26th day of April, 2007. 

AWARD PART-n 


This is a reference made by the Central Government 
in exercise of its powers und^ clause (d) of sub-section I 
and sub-section 2A of Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes 
Act, 194V (the Act for short). Vide Government of India, 
Ministy df Labour, New Delhi, order No, 11012/21/2003 - 
IR(C-I) (jated 27-6-2003. The terms of reference given in 
the sche4ule are as follows: 

“Whether the action of the management of Jet 
Airways, Mumbai in dismissing the service of 
Mh Mohd. Raiique Pathan w.e.f. 12-3-2002 is legal 
and justified? If not, what relief is the workman 
enljiUed ?” 

2. jMr. Mohd. Rafique Pathan (workman) was 
employe<| by Jet Airways as Driver w.e.f. 1-2-1994. He was 
issued a charge sheet dt. 29-11-2001 for misconduct on 
account of absenteeism for a pw-iod of 49 days detailed 
therein, ^yhich led to theconduction of domestic enquiry. 
The Enqi^ Officer found the woricman guilty after holding 
a just anc( proper enquiry in accordance with principles of 
natural jiktice. The workman was dismissed from service 
finally w.if. 12-3-2001 


ground o| 
assailed t^i 
tbe perv^! 
dismissal 
miscondiii 


The workman challenged the enquiry on the 
violation of principles of natural justice and also 
le finding of the Enquiry Officer by alleging it to 
[rse. He also alleged that the punishement of 
is shockingly disproportionate to the charge of 


ct. 


4. Vide Pait-I Award dt. 24-10-2005 the enquiry was 
found to he just and proper in accordance with principles 
of natural justice. Now the question ari.ses as to whether 
the findin g of miscounduct is correct or it is perverse. It is 
also to b: seen as to whether the dismissal is just and 


proper or shockingly disproportionate to the charge of 
misconduct. 

5. While passing Part-I Award it was also observed 
that the finding of the Enquiry Officer is not perverse since 
the period of absence was admitted and no sufficient 
explanation was there to explain away the absence. However, 
specific finding was not given while passing the aforesaid 
award. In this view of the matter the correctness/perversity 
of the finding is to be judged at this juncture. The period of 
absence is nowhere disputed by the workman and 
still I do not find any evidence what soever to give just 
explanation for the absence from duty. It was open to the 
workman to lead some possible evidence on this point but 
I am sorry to say that no evidence is being led by the 
workman on this account. The medical certificate filed earlier 
do not appear to be credible to the extent to give 
justification to remain absence from duty. The evidence of 
misconduct appears to be based on sufficient evidence on 
record by the Enquiry Officer and the same is liable to be 
confirmed once again. I therefore, hold that the charge of 
misconduct against the workman is well proved for 
unauthorized absence of 49 days. 

6 . Now the question arises as to whether the 
punishment of dismissal is disproportionate. 

7. The contention of the workman appears to be 
correct on the face of it when it is stated that the wrokman 
should not be dismissed from service for a just absence of 
49 days but the record speaks otherwise and justified the 
dismissal for the reason the past record of the workman is 
very bad. The workman joined the services in the year 1994 
and started remaining absent frequently since 1998 for 
which he was penalized which fact has been admitted by 
the workman himself in his evidence before this Tribunal. 
The workman has admitted that it is correct that he was 
issued a show-cause notice dt. 10-8-1998 for absence. 
He was again issued a show-cause notice for absence 
dt.30-8-99; he was issued warning letters dt. 20-10-1999, 
20-11^999,13-12-1999andlasdyon 10-1-2001 forremaining 
absent from duty. He also admitted that he was issued a 
charge sheet dt. 4-9-2001 for a period of absence of 54 
days. The present reference is on the question of dismissal 
on the basis of subsequent charge sheet dt. 29-11-2001. 
These proved facts show that the wrokman is a habitual 
offender for remaining absent as and when it suits to him 
does not care for disciplinary action. In this background, 
the action of the Management cannot be aid to be malafide 
or disproportionate to the charge of misconduct. In fact, 
the Management could not afford such a incorrigible Driver 
for retention in service. The action of the Management is 
absolutely justified keeping in mind the past poor record 
of the workman. Hence, the punishment of dismissal cannot 
be said to be disproportionate to the charge of misconduct 
and thus illegal or liable to any modification or alteration 
within the powers under Section 11-A of the Industrial 
Disputes Act. 
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8 . Hence, the action of the Management in 
dismissing the service of Mr. Mohd. Rafique Pathan w.e.f. 

12 -3-2002 is legal and justified and he is not entitled to any 
rdief. . 

-9. An Award is made accordin^y. 

JUSTICE GHANSHYAM DASS,Pn»iding Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEH»IE THE OENHUL GOVERNMEOT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL Nai, MUMBAI 

FRESa^ 

JUSTICE GHANSHYAM DASIS 
Presiding OfficCT 

REFERENCE NaCGlT-300F ;2003 
PARTIES: Enqjloyers in Relation to die msma^mcnt 

of Jet Airways 

And 

Their woilonen (Mr. M.R. Pathan) 
APPEARANCES: 

For the Management : Mr. A.R. Kulkami, Adv. 

For the Union : Mr. M. Nagle, Adv. 

State : Maharashtra 

Mumbai, dated the 24th day of October, 2005. 

AWARD PART-I 

1. ThisisarefaencemadebytheOnfcral(jovemment 
in exercise of its powers under clause (d) of sub-section 1 
and sub-se^on 2A of Section 10 of the Indu^al Disputes 
Act 1947 (the Act for short). The terms of reference given 
in the schedule are as follows: 

“Whether the action^ of the management of Jet 
Airways, Mumbai in dismissing ithe service of 
Mr. Mohd. Rafique Pathan w.e.f. 12- 3-2002 is legal 
and justified? If not, to what relief is the workman 
entitl^ ?” 

2. The second party workman Mohd. Rafique 
Shkirutla Pathan has filed Statement of claim dated 
18-8-2003 wherein the disputant stated that he was in the 
emi^oyment of the First Party with effect from 1-2-1994. 
His past service record is totally clean, spotless and 
unblemished. He was served with a^^harge sheet dated 
29-11 -2001 whicbw^ concocted and vague. Ife denied to 
all the allegations. A domestic enquiry was conducted by 
the Enquiry Officer but he was not offCTed due opportunity 
of hearing. He has challenged the enquity and its report 
on the following basis: 

0) The charge sheet dt. 29-11-2001 is totally 
false, fabricated, concocted and vague 
because the management is failed to 
mentioned under which Model Standing 
Orders the alleged charge sheet has issued. 


(ii) That the management has failed to provide 
list of witnesses and relevant documents 
alongwith the charge sheet dt. 29-11-2001. 

(ifi) That the Enquiry OfRc«- has failed to explain 

the f^ocedure of enquiry to the Second Party 
wcxkman. 

, (iv) That the Enquiry Officer has failed to 
conduct so call^ domestic enquiry against 
the Second Party workman in die language 
which is known to him i.e. in Hindi because 
Second Party workman has studied upto 9th 
Standard in his vernacular language i.e. in 
Urdu and hence he was not able to understand 
what is going on in the said domestic enquiry. 

(v) That the management has failed to examine 

the material witnesses in the so called 
domestic enquiry not examining Shri 
S. Gopalkrishnan, H R. Manager, Western 
India who has signed the charge sheet 
dL29-ll-2001. - 

(vi) That the managem^t has failed to produce 
any relevant documents in the said so called 
domestic enquiry to prove so called charges 
which are levelled against Second Party 
workman specifically the management has not 
produced leave card as leave record and leave 
application of the Second Party workman of 
the relevant period. 

(vii) That the Enquiry Officer has failed to allow 
Second Party workman to conduct cross- 
examination of the first party company’s 
witnesses. 

(viii) That the Enquiry Offiew has failed to allowed 
Second Party workman to lead statements/ 
evidence specifically disallowwl him to iM'ing 
witnesses on behalf of his choice in the so 
called domestic enquiry to defend his case. 

Ck) That the reports and findings of Enquiry 
Officer are totally perverse. 

3. The First Party has filed written statement dated 
26-9-2(X)3 wherein the past record of the woilcman showing 
unauthorised absence at intervals has been mentioned and 
further it has been emphasized that the applicant was absent 
in unauthorised manner for the relevant period under the 
enquiry in question witii effect from 17-10-20Q1 to 29-11- 
2001. Proper enquiry was conducted by an independent 
Enquiry Officer appointed by the management. Due 
opportunity of hearing was given to the workman who 
actually participated in it. He cross-examined the witnesses 
of the management and did not lead in evidence in defence. 
The enquiry was conducted in accordance with the Model 
Standing Order applicable to the workman. The charge of 
misconduct was proved against workman vide report 
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of the enduiiy officer dated 22-2-2002. A copy of the 
enquiry rej^rt was given to die workman and he, in turn, 
filed the r^)ly dated 04-3-^002 l^eading mercy from the 
management. The woitaan. was however, dismissed from 
service on ^ consideration of die entire record. 

4. A| present, I am concerned at this juncture to the 
extent as tojwhetb.er the enquiry in die instant case against 
the workman is friir and in accordance with law. 


witi)ess was not material. The ground of challenge 
regarding non-production of any relevant documents by 
the management during the course of enquiry is frivolous. 
Whatever documents were brought on record by the 
management were sufficient for concluding the enquiiy. 
The workman was duly asked to examine the witnesses but 
he did not avail that opportunity. The workman was allowed 
the (^)portunity to lead evidence in defence but he failed 


5. Tlie workman has led evidence in the form of his 
affidavit, ^e has been duly cro5is-examined by the 
management. No evidence is being led from the side of 
managemeift. 

6 . I ^ave heard bodi th^arties and gone through 
tjthe entire, ijficord. I have perused the entire record of the 

domestic Jsnquiry conducted im this case by one 
independent person Mr. Gaurang Lakia. The workman was 
served witl^ the chiirge sheet (Ex-3) for the unauthorised 
alienee dui^g the ritondi.'uf OctcH)^ end November 2001 
as detailed therem. The c^arg^ of iiiis(%mduct was levied 
for ui^uthc^ised ^>8enQe. The woriuvum duly participated 
in the enq^u^ proceedLu^ on eidi and every cfaues fixed 
by the Enquiry Officer. The woricnuHi was offered due 
opportun^ on each and every date during the course of 
enquiry. Thje cq>ies of all the documents wwe supplied 
and were kipt open for inspection by the workman. The 
workman vjas also offered due c^^rtunity for leading 
evidence injhis defence but surprisingly, he did not lead 
any evideneje. The workman claimed that his absence was 


to avail that opportunity. In this view of the matter I do not 
find that the enquiry is vitiated for any of the grounds 
mentioned in the Statement of claim. The perusal of the 
record makes it clear that due procedure had been followed 
by the Enquiry Officer. No prejudice has ever been caused 
to the wcHkman. The finding of the Enquiry Officer appears 
to have been concorrectly arrived at. The absence is 
admitted by the workman. It is apparently unauthorized 
since no evidence whatsoever was being led by the 
workman to show justifiable grounds for remaining absence 
fiwr the poTiod in (^^lestion. The wqiianaD was s upplied with 
the eiK^iy report and in his reply he did not challenge the 
&iding rather pleaded for mercy. 

8 . The learned counsel for the applicant has filed 
three rulings 

(i) 1995nCLR1195HiilipsIndiaLld.Vr.Sangita 

Balkrishna and others. 

(ii) 1987IICLR 269 Kumar RMnNiMidan Vs. Fluid 
Power (P) Ltd. and Ors. 


not unauthofisedl but it was on account of illness for which 
he did not lejd aj.iy evidence whatsoever was being lead by 
the workmaii to prove his defence for showing that his 
absence cou|d. not be termed to be unauthorized and thus, 
he was not g uilty of misconduct. 

7. Re; garding the pleas taken by the workman for 
challenginfg the enquiry and the findings of the Enquiiy 
Officer, I ha re to say diat the charge sheet is in accordance 
with due pifocedure and.;aw. It is not necessary that it 
should have been mentioned in the charge sheet itself that 
the enquiry is behig conducted under Model Standing 
Oders. Tbe list (rf vvUnesses and releVMit documents does 
not appear! to supplied to the workman by the 
managenr lera on the of charge sheet but that does not 
vitiate th e ei^uiry fo\r the obvbus reason that the workman 
duly pafrticigated in the enquiry and did not challenge that 
he was ever but to an)' i»ejudice by it. In fact, his absence 
was Wimittei by the w«i>rkman. The jn'oeedure followed by 
the Enquiry Officer was explained on each and every date 
and eveiy d^te which is evident from the perusal of the 
reco rd of thd enquir)'. No doubt, the enquiry was recorded 
m E nglish language I )ut that too did not cause any prejudice 
nor it was ever challtenged by the workman before the 
Enquiry Ofjficer. The non-production of Shri S. 
Oc^palkrishnjin (HR) Manager, Western India, for proving 
th d charge sh^t datec 13-11 -2(X)1 does not medee the enquiiy 
V!itiated or bgd in la w. I feel that the production of this 


(iii) 2003 (1) CLR 941 Sunam Yel 1 appa Jadhav Vs. 

Narsinggiiji Mills & Ors. 

9. The First ruling has no application since it relates 
to the grant of maintenance. 

10. In the second ruling the Honourable Bombay 
High Court has held that while conducting a domestic 
enquiry the cardinal principle of labour juri^srudence 
should be followed by the employer while holding a 
domestic encpiiry against the workman and it should be 
shown that the enquiry was conducted honestly and 
bonafidely and that it was not an empty fOTmality. In the 
present case, I do not find Miy material on record on the 
basis of which it may be inferfed that the enquiry in 
question was not conducted honestly and bonafidely and 
thiu it was an empty formality. 

11. In the last ruling, it has been held by the 
Honourable High Court of Karnataka that the rules of law 
of evidence are not applicable to domestic enquiry and 
hence the Labour Court had erred in holding that the 
charge was not proved for non-examination of the 
passengers and thus the order of reinstatement was set 
aside. I feel that this ruling does not help die workman at all 
and rather helps the First Party management. 

, 12. On the other side, the learned counsel for the 
first party management has filed certain rulings to be 
discussed below. 
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13. In 1999 (82) FLR 520 Modern Food Industpes 
India Ltd. Vlr llnd industrial Tribunal, West Beiigid, dw 
Honourable Cak^ttttaHl^CourtlnBlicId dHCtbeStadard 
of proof in tbe dtseipliiiary proceedings is pre-pooderoKe 
of probabilities and not beyt^ reasonidde doubt. 

14. In 2003 Lab IC 3408, Mr. Gopal Shctty Vs. 
Syndicate Bank, H(^x}urai^e Court of Kanudaka held 
that the principles of natural justice are not violated if tiie 
opportunity of hcarn^ it being ofldred to die d^nqnent 
and he fail^ to avad toat qpportumty and fmHaiet held that 
the delinquent cannot blame die Bnquny for it. 

15. In2000 (2) LLN1038 Bo«d of Trustees of Pbit 
of Bombay V/s. B.R.Surve, the Ifonourable Hi^ Court of 
Bombay held that sophisticated rules of evi<jen<% untW 
the Evidence Act do nc^ af^y to domestk eitc|uiry and it 
further held that so long th«e is some material before the 
Enquiry Office \riiCTeby reasonatde and logiail conclusion 
of guilt could be arrived at, md that the Enquiry Offiew 
had conducted the enc^iiry Tairly followii^ tl« ];Hiadples 
of natural Justice and could not be said dsat die findings 
are bad in law. 

16. In 1998LAB IC 3085 Kandla Port Tnist and Anr. 
Vs. K.R. Chauhan and Motho*, die Honourable Ht^i Court 
of Gujarat has held that die ambit and scope of dtscifrikiary 
proceedings is different to that of criminal proceedings 
and the strict rules of hainal jurisprudence are not 
applicable for a^^neciation of evidence in the domestic 
enquiry. The em^diasis is laid for following die {vmciples 
of natural justice. 

17. Considering the entire evidence available on 
record and the legal position, I (xmclude dun I do not find 
any material to hold that die mquiry in the piesent case 
against the workman is not fair, bad or unjustifiable. I 
therefme, hold that die enquiry in die present case is fair 
and proper. 

18. The reference would go on for l|earii^forPait-II 
Aweud for whidi 18th NoveiidxR’, 2005 

JUSTICE GHANSHYAM DASS,PrMidtng Officer 
^1^,28R<,2007 

i 776 ,- 4 «)fiw 1947 (1947 

^ 14) ^ ^ 17 ^ 375 WW 1 

^ 32/2006) ^ 

T<3Rt^ ^ 25-5-2007 

131T I 

[U T^-41011/27/2003-3!?^ 3!R (^-I) ] 
31W*! 

New Delhi, the 28th May, 2007 

S.O. 1776.~In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 


Govermamt hroeby paiblisfaes the Award (Ref. No. 32/ 
2006>of dte Central G(>vennnent Industrial Iribunal-cum' 
Laboiff Court as shown in the Annexuie, in 

the Industrial Dispute Irntweew maiiitymgnPof 
SoudieniiUttway mSdieh wesfoncit whi^ was received 
by dte C^endni Ckiveifimeiit on 25-5-200^ 

[No. l4i 011/27/2003-IR(B-D] 
AMY KUMAR, DMfc Officer 

ANNEXUIK 

mim cmiiAL 

TI^UKAl^mJMBOURG^^ ERNAKULAM 
P muM t 

Shrl P. L. Ndbert, BA,, LiL.S., I¥e$tding Offico- 
1.0.32/2006 

01D* Ldbour Court, Ernakiilam) 


WOTkman/Uttkm 

The Secretary 

Southern Railway Men’s Union 
Prakash Bhawmi 

Railway Station Road 
Thrif^nidtura 

Emrtqilam 


^dv. Shri C. S. Ajit Prakash 

Managemnrt 

The Divirtoo^ Personal Office 


Soudiem Railway, 

Trivmdiusi. 


Adv. Sim M.C. (Pierian 


AWARD 


Tina is a Rierenoe made by Centtal (jo vmim^t und^ 
Section 10 (1) (d) of Industrial Di^tes Act, 1947 for 
adjudication. The ref»ence is: 

“WItether die deamtuid of Southern Railway Men’s 
Union before the management of Southern Railway 
for payment of washii^; allowance to the Group ''D’ 
woila^ asSwe<per-<;iun-^^ Gangman and 

Gatekeeper is prope md justified? If so, what relief 
^ union ccmcerned in respect of the Chr. D. staff are 
entitled r 

* 

2. The facts of die case in brief are as follows : 

The workmen who are the members of the claimant 
union were initially a^^inted as casual labourers and lat^ 
they were absorbed as permanent em^doyees of the Railway 
in die port of Sweeper-cum-Porter, Gangmen, Gatekeepers, 
etc. All those woriemen fall under Group ‘D* category. They 
are provided with uniforms. They work m extreme wertber 
conditions and their uniforms get spoiled soon. However 
they are not given washing allowance. But some of the 
oth^ categories in Group ‘D’ are givoi washing allowance. 
This is discriminatory and violative of Article 14 of die 
Conrtitutiem. Similar employees in RMS, Post and Tdegrai^ 
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and Teleconmunications are given washing allowance to 
entire Group] ‘D’ workers. The Gangmen have to work in 
unhygienic c|)nditions in the track in cleaning and clearing 
of railway trajck. Their dress require frequent washing. The 
treatment of jemployees in the same group differently is 
discriminate^ and arbitrary. 

3. The] Railway in their objection contends that the 
union has no ^ocus standi to raise tl« dispute and represent 
the employees. The union is not a recognized union. The 
Railway Boaj-d is the only competent authority to consider 
the claim for Washing allowance. The Sweeper-cum-Porters, 
Gangmen and Gatekeepers are not cov«ed by the circular 
issued by Railway Board, Ministry of Railways regarding 
washing allowance. Granting of washing allowance is a 
policy decision of the Railway and the Court has no 
jurisdiction ^ adjudicate on the claim. The claim of the 
workers is in <he active consideration of the Railway Board, 
At present tljie workers are not entitled to get washing 
allowance. 

4. In tlie light of the above contentions, the following 
points arise fi|)r consideration: 

(1) U the union competent to raise the dispute ? 

(2) Are Sweepers-cum-Porters, Gangmen and 
efatekeepers entitled for washing allowance? 

The evidence consists of the oral testimony of WWI 
& 2 and docijmentary evidence of Exts. WI to W4 on the 
side of worknian and MW 1 and Exts. M1 to. M5 on the side 
of management. 

5. PoiiitNo.(l) : 

The caqse of 33 workmen whose names are provided 
in the annexdre to the Claim Statement is espoused by 
Southern Rai^ay Men’s Union. According to the Railway 
it is not a repognized union and the registration of the 
union stands <iancelled. Ext. Ml is produced by Railway to 
prove diat faci It is a Cancellation Cotificate of Registration 
issued by Registrar of Trade Unions on 11-4-2003. In the 
light of this cancellation certificate it is contended by the 
Railway that jthe union can no more conduct the case on 
behalf of the iporkmen. The workmen are not parties to the 
refCTence. ThAefore the reference is not maintainable. WW2, 
one of the woijkers examined before this Court, is not aware 
whether the ifegistration of the union is cancelled or not. 
However Ext. Ml shows that the registration stands 
cancelled. Thp dispute was raised and reference was made 
by Govemmeint on 20-2-2004. It says that the failure of 
conciliation Report of Assistant Labour Commissioner 
(Central), Emuculam was on 31-7-2003. Thus at the time of 
reference the union had no recognition and its registration 
was cancelled by the Registrar of Trade Unions w.e.f. 

11 -4-2003. Had the registration been cancelled after raising 
the dispute th^t would not have affected the jurisdiction of 
this Court to broceed with the adjudication. It is held in 
Management lo/ Gammon (India) Ltd. v. State of Orissa 


1974 n L.L.J. 34 (Ori) (D.B.) that even if a trade union ceases 
to be a registered trade union during continuance of the 
adjudication proceedings that would not affect the 
maintainability of the order of reference. But in the present 
case the order of reference was made at a time when the 
registration of the union stood cancelled. Therefore the 
union had no locus standi to raise a dispute and request 
the Government to refer the dispute to a Tribunal. The 
workers are not parties to the reference. No other union 
has taken up the cause of workers after the reference. 
Therefore this Court has no jurisdiction to adjudicate the 
dispute without anyone to represent the workmen, 

6 . Point No. (2): 

In the light of the above finding it follows that this 
Court has no jurisdiction to decide the dispute. However 
for the purpose of completeness and to avoid further delay 
and inconvenience to the workers I would discuss Point 
No. (2) also. 

7. The workers numbered 33, whose list is annexed 
to the Claim Statement, are S weeper-cum-Porters, Gangmen 
and Gatekeepers. They are provided with uniforms. 
Admittedly they are not given washing allowance. But 
certain other categories of Group ‘D’ employees of the 
Railway are given washing allowance. Exts. M2 to M5 are 
relevant provisions of Railway Establishment Code and 
amendments to the said Code. Ext. M2 is extract of Vol. n of 
Indian Railway Establishment Code, Para 1422. It reads: 

“1422. Washing Allowance.—Group ‘D’ staff 
employed in the headquarters offices of a railway or 
in any other office where it is considered desirable 
by the Ministry of Railways from the Administrative 
point of view, that the Group ‘D’ staff should appear 
in neat and clean uniforms, may be granted by a 
special or general order, a washing allowance at such 
rate as the Ministry of Railways may prescribe from 
time to time.” 

Ext. 3 is extract of Vol.l of Railway Establishment 
Manual, Para 706. It reads: 

‘^06. Washing Allowance.—Class FV staff Group 
‘D’ employed in the headquarters of a railway or in 
any other office where it is considered desirable by 
the Ministry of Railways from the Administrative 
point of view, that the Class IV (Group D) staff should 
appear in neat and clean uniforms, may be granted 
by a special or general order, a washing allowance at 
such rate as the Ministry of Railways may prescribe 
from time to time. Uniforms supplied to Cooks, Asst. 
Cooks, Pantiy men, Masalchis of Medical Department 
employed in railway hospital kitchens and other 
group D staff of hospitals and dispensaries such as 
Dressers, X-ray/Laboratory/Hospital Assistants, 
Hospital Peons, Ayahs, Sweepers, Stretcher bearers, 
may be washed departmentally. 
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Ext. M4 is Circular No. 11/2000regarding amendment 
to Para 706 of Railway Establishment Manusil referred 
above. The relevant portion reads : 

“The following categories of Group D staff and the 

Staff Car Drivers (Group C) have been selected for 

the payment of washing allowance in terms of Rule 

1422 Rn( 1990). 

(i) Such of the Class 1 Railway SCTvants in schools 
as are provided with uniforms. 

(ii) Class IV Railway servants in hospitals and 
dispensaries, such as dressers, X-ray 
attendants, laboratory attendants, hospital 
peons, ayahs. Sweepers and Stretcher Bearers. 

(iii) Drivers of Staff Cars. 

(iv) Lift Attendants (Lift-men). 

(v) All non-gazetted staff of RPF /RPSF. 

(vi) Such of the Central Labour who are employed 
as peons and Motor Drivers only in 
Administrative Offices dr persons attached to 
the Divisional Engineers in-charge of the 
Construction units/projects in , the 
Construction Department of the Railway. 

(vii) Ambulance Car Drivers. 

(viii) Air-conditioned Coach Attendants. 

(ix) Waiting/Retiring Room Attendants/Ayahs. 

(x) Station Lift Attendants. 

(xi) First Class Coach Attendants. 

(xii) Group ‘D’ staff working in Catering Units either 
at Stations or in Running Trains. 

(xiii) Group ‘D’ staff working in Railway Stations 
engaged in sweeping/cleaning platforms/ 
stations/buildings. 

Ext. M 5 is amended provision of Para 706 of Indian 
Railway Establishment Manual, Vol. 1. The provision is the 
same as in Ext. M 4. The provisions in Ext. M 2 & M 3 show 
that the Railway did not intend to give washing allowance 
to all categories of Group ’D’ employees, but only to certain 
selected categories who are working in offices and 
frequently appearing before the public and having contact 
with them. 

8 . The learned counsel for the union drew my 
attention to Ext. W1 to 4 to show that all those who are 
given uniforms are also entitled to washing allov/ance and 
this pattern has been followed in other Government 
establishment, like Posts & Telegraph, Telecommunications. 
Central Excise etc . Ext W1 is regarding revision of rate of 
washing allowance that is already granted to certain 
categories of Group ‘D’ staff. It does not show tliat all the 


employees of Group ‘D’ are given washing allowance. Ext. 
W2 regarding grant of washing allowance to canteen 
employees of Railway, by Ext. W2 the Railway Board 
decided that instructions issued by the Department of Post 
& Telegraph regarding supply of uniform and lively items 
in the light of the order of CAT could be adopted by Railway. 
It was further decided by the Railway Board to give washing 
allowance to Bearers, Halwais, Assistant Halwais, Cooks 
and Tea/Coffee Makers, Dish Cleaners and Sweepers in 
canteens. It also does not show that all employees in group 
‘D’ are entitled for washing allowance. Ext. W3 is the order 
of the Department of Revenue to give washing allowance 
to Sepoys of Customs, Central Excise & Narcotics 
Department who are given vmiforms. Again this order will 
not show that the Railway employees are entitled to get 
washing allowance. Ext. W4 is with regard to washing 
allowance given to Postal employes who are supplied with 
uniforms. The order in Ext. W4 says that Postal employees 
who are getting uniforms are entitled to get washing 
allowance. This also does not show whethCT all the Postal 
employees are getting uniforms in order to say that all of 
them are given washing allowance. Assuming it is so, it is 
a different department and the same instructions need not 
be made applicable of Railway employees. It is for the 
Railways Board to decide to whom ail uniforms and washing 
allowance should be given. The Railway feels that all 
categories of Group ‘D \need not be given washing 
allowance, but only those who frequently appear before 
the public so that they will look neat and tidy. This decision 
may appear to be discriminatory because many categories 
of Group ‘D’ who are entitled to get uniforms are not given 
washing allowance. The Sweeper-cum-Porters, Gangmen 
and Gatekeepers are not given washing allowance. All of 
them belong to Group ‘D’. But Railway has taken a policy 
decision which cannot be questioned in a Court of Law. 
The union is bound to show that some rights of employees 
are infringed in order to claim the reliefs. According to the 
union article 14 of the Constitution is infringed and the 
classification of workers eligible to get washing allowance 
is arbitrary and discriminatory. Article 14 guarantees that 
wrongfiil and irrational discrimination cannot be practised 
either by law or by executive order to enforce fundamental 
rights and to question their violation, the aggrieved person 
has to approach High Court u/A-226 or Supreme Court 
u/A-32 of the Constitution. Labour Court or Industrial 
Tribunal is not the forum to decide that issue or grant any 
relief. Since the Railway has not intended to pay washing 
allowance to all workers in Group ‘D’. But only to certain 
categories as per Ext. 4 and M5 orders, the workmen in 
question are not entitled to get wa.shing allowance. The 
learned counsel for the workmen has not been able to point 
out that other than alleged violation of A-14 of the 
Constitution, what other provisions of law or executive 
orders are violated by railway. In the absence of any such 
infringement of the rights of workmen they cannot succeed 
to get washing allowance. 
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9. In the result, an award is passed finding that the 
demand of the union for washing allowance to the 
employees working as Sweepers-cum-Porters, Gangmen 
and Ga^keepers, is not legal, proper and justifiable. The 
union i^ not entitled for any relief. The parties will suffer 
their respective costs. The award will take effect one month 
after its publication in the Official Gazette. 

Djctated to the Personal Assistant, transcribed and 
typed b|y her, corrected and passed by me on this the 
11th day of May, 2007. 

P. L. NORBERT, Presiding Officer 

AraM)IX 

Witness! for the WorkmanAJnion : 

WW1 -Sint. Narayani-1?-': -2007 
WW2-S|iri A. H. Muhammed-24-4-2007 

Witnes^ for the Management: 

Nil. 

Exhibits for the Workman/Union: 

W1 : Photostat copy of Order No. RBE 29/01 reg. 
revision of rate of washing allowance. 

W2 : Photostat copy of order No RBE 158/02 regarding 
grant of washing allowance to canteen employees of 
railway. 

W3 : Photostat copy of Order No. A-26011/12/98. 
Ad.II. Adated 16-6-1998of Deptt. ofRevenuc. 

W4 : Photostat copy of Order No. A-26/6/99. VPE dated 
28-3-2001 of Deptt. of Post. 

£xhibit$:for the Management: 

W1 : ^Photostat copy of cancellation of certificate of 
registration issued by registrar of Trade Unions. 

W2 : Photostat copy or Part 1422 of Vol. II of Indian 
Railway Establishment Code. 

W3 : Photostat copy of Para 706 of Vol. 1 of Indian 
Railway Establishment Manual. 

W4 : Photostat copy of Amendment to Para 70 of Vol. 

1 of IREM. 

W5 : Photostat copy of Amendment to Para 706 of 
Vol. 1 of ^Railway Establishment Manual. 

■=7^^^^,28111,2007 

^<371. 1777.—syiPlcb 1947 (1947 

14) ^ ^ 17 ^ 
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New Delhi, the 28th May, 2007 

S.O. nil.— In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 12/2(X)5) 
of the Central Government Indu.strial Tribunal-cum-l^bour 
Couit-U, New Delhi as shown in the Annexure, in the 
Industrial Dispute between the management of State Bank 
of Bikaner & Jaipur, and their workmen, received by the 
Central Government on 25-5-2007. 

[No. L-12012/22(V200TIR(B-I)> 
AJAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE PRESIDING OFFICER: CENTRAL 
GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM- 
LABOUR COURT-n, NEW DELHI 

LD. No. 12/2005 
Presiding Officer: R.N. Rai 

Present: Sh. V.K. Aggarwal —1st Party 
Sh. Rajat Arora —2nd Party 

In The Matter of 

Shri Ramesh Chand, 

C/o The Vice President, 

State Bank of Bikaner & Jaipur Karamchari Sangh. 
898,NaiSarak, 

Delhi-110006 

Versus 

The Asstt. General Manager, 

State Bank of Bikaner & Jaipur, Region-U, 

Delhi Zonal Office, Aliinsa Bhawan, 

Shankar Road, New Delhi. 

AWARD 

The Ministry of l..abour by its letter No. L-12012/ 
220/2004-IR(B-r) Central Government Dt.24-1-2005 has 
referred the following point for adjudication. 

The point runs as hereunder :— 

“Whether the action of the management of State Bank 
of Bikaner & Jaipur in regard to shifting the date of 
annual increment of Shri Ramesh Chand from 1st 
November to 1 st April on Promotion to clerical cadre 
in the year 1985 is just, fair and legal? If not, what 
relief, Shri Ramesh Chand is entitled to and from which 
date.” 

The claimant has filed statement of claim. In the 
statement of claim it has been stated tliat Shri Ramesh 
Chand is a workman joined the bank’s service w.e.f, 
26-8-1974 in subordinate cadre designated as Driver. He 
was drawing his annual increment on 1 st November every 
year alter getting benefit of temporary service period 
rendered prior to hi.s permanent appointment. 







That he wm proiaotad lo gltiiwri cadhe 


atR&.545 as<oAl-5^i984a]id2^<teoC88maiiMMnMS^ 
was g ea c ^ Midwhad as on 1st Ma|F evMf iiNaa4(^#^ 4Mft^c^ 
p«Q6iotiDB>4a.^ iim then pcevalliag pe^ of baiih. 


«D!rttHiia.ipi()e its ciroi^t^o. aMe(j 2^-9wl 985 

which was a ppH ea b l e l 

fitment formula h proindes pro^mldf ditts df iOMiBld 
increment of die p w « lk ? <ec ! 

circidar. IDe important cbnmms ^Jh»;!m«ilar are as 
underr' : ■:. <^ 

2;^ At the recenily held (Kschastlm m 
representativea 6f Hie Stale Baidt EthpIc^ees* Ampchttlpsi 
at Bangalore on 12th 

arevisedtoientfoeim^ . - - ■ "' ^ 

h^AQ^hiie on 1?<9>19B4 thn fndien Baht's 


aettimnest known as 4& Bi^v videdMsacldainastdmsGaie 
wagi^ for workmcssli^ were smteiw.eX 1-2-1S83. 

That before his promotiofi, the workman ^ .<m 
30-4-1984 was drawing Rs. 342 as Binml^ a^ I^as 
special allowance for driver on regulzo- ba^. Accon^nglo 
4th BPS these pay and allowance were revtsSed tp 
Rs. 600 and Rs. 173 le^iectively in subordmate cadre. 

The basic pay of Shri Rameah Chand as os 
1-5-1984 i.e. detect his pfomotionsssfvced at Rs. 545 on 


new scale as per table ^ven ui me tdxm chad cheidar 
arrived at 875 wtidi dubbed with the em^oyees of one 
lower stage in old scale ke. Rs; 515. Acoosdh^to para 2 (d) 
of the Ckcular cited supra die date of attnwal iacremant of 


tlMame eoifjfoyee fcpr^seomd lo mp^nMinasmieat 
thne and i^ain so get Jtntioe ten to n6 effect. The^mnon 
dranaiided vide md| lei^ 22>10>3(|S»t&nBtiom dm dnm dt 


|jdnMi|finBMkMiihiii|iQmteim wslNMit^ 


pfodnocd on hehnlf df • dm -mottmipto d|f(iwniy.'d|nmy 


IlimmnsMaaam of daim k ndm^ signed by (hr 
morkama aoff in dmtr any ■nmotwiiirtn latmr by tim 
workman. Thnkiim daaniiiidllrtotedmmiiwdi^ mpt 

ofmniioriapma* 

It is vehemently denied thd me wodcman was 
drawing Rs. 600 as bask; pay and lb.'lfi^ lit 
ailowaiice. It is sutenitted that tlm teofopay wm edmiim^ 
to Rs. 600 hiom Ris. 342 in terms of 4th BPS arrived at on 
17-9-1984 and it cannot be ihm the wofteman was drawing 
the enhanced basic pay bedom^iianenMnt It lis abaointa 
misrepreseination facts that adding eahmioed basic pp 


ia airhed at Rs. 790 
n m^ <Ra.d0D+ 


.gyaad nij! nf ('ia|W!m>T| ii imiiima anmnf old baaae pay 


case the sum of basic pay md special aflpmanw<a 
Rs. 446 and thus he vms fined at Rs. 875 in lower 
Acc ordi n gi ylnterwsof elanae 2^ hb a im a Bi an» 




that die case of the cliiniaat 
n W ^790. In ah those cases 
iwsmcrlblb 761—^Tf^the 

it oiNbmm seafo but at kswer 






fo papWji^on in terms df1| p if^.;| : g^-<itf m a .c ii i ilht r - He waa 
mlonteTsm^'mitflteis, httf^of Omme 
y^^^thedfo^kSsanmitdiii^ieiimntdate^ ^^ 
afriberWy llm filaaM of aalni|r 

toUi 

P/4ilVCBm75 


thte mmpfoyef' 


injustice has ben r'anaadlp^hiBi^ tlm teller of nnioa was 


the said fitmeht wim ultfvidr to harass the 

'mtesagetimht. 

It is submitted that the onion raised tm industrial 
dispute just to harass tee immagMiatt. it is respectfully 
submitttd mat me mfa ee im i e -fomfe Hon'ble Tribunal ts 
bad m tew asj|||(^ was BO dnipne m baei^ 

W been done m Items of di^lter^,. 

The worfrfimn apfdiigaal lmafiiid rejofaider. lnm» 
regtender he ten, wilt ran# ihn aaran nn m of his claim 
mmanmnt andhm-dtenadtiinn^ p n rai ’of me written 
•tetemtete llteanmamnnHnIins-ahte d en ie d nniat of tea 


BMdeiiei (#ltti(|e ten Kkca. Hein] 


it was l ( ifcm i iiff 'fioai mi a kl i of Urnteot hman mat 
heiontea mebtete's snMdf tejeX 264-1975mshbnKfinnte 
endte aesSieMtea as-^Chnw.'iii teaa^;^^ Ms anmui 
liteHMnton 1st No^«BlbcreY«ly year after getth^banafit 


nteritei' eitee'm Ci 


neii hte date of SteBi ii r <i i iraei ite a B ! wm m'ich nd h ie d 


a jpMnoted to 
Knijwr w.e.f. 


2646 G\l07—2:^ 
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1 st every year (i.e. of jM'omotion) as per the then 

prcvaifing policy of the bank. 

ft was hnther submitted that the bank introduced a 
ilpent formula vide its circular No, PER/84/85 dated 
*85. /^>art from fitment formula it provides protection 
jof annual increment of tte promotee subject to para 


•If 


newfi 
27-9- 
ofdatc! 

2 (d) o^ the circular. 


pay 


thatth4 

basic 
then he 
the pre 
comes 
stage, 
increni 


promot I 
It 


was submitted fix>m die side of the management 
correct way of calculation is that if the sum of old 
and special allowance crossed Rs. 455 or more 
will be fitted on Rs. 875 in hi^ier stage. Whereas in 
ent case the sum of basic pay and special allowance 
|o Rs. 446/ and thus he was fitted at Rs. 875 in lower 
Accordingly in terms of Clause 2 (d) his annual 
[ent date shifted to the anniversary date of his 
bn. 


(60(H17 
where 1 > 
workn^; 
stage, 
that 
plausib 
explan jit 
this foj 
that 
period 


thei 


StMi 


paras 
long d^ 
claim 


appro 
Sectioii 
exerci 
had 
and in 
basis 
powerf 
years oj 


isinci 


on 


delay 
IDcasi 
in the i 
on the 


the 
Novel 


date 


year 
from 1 




was further submitted that the case of the claiming 
^3=773) falk between 760and 790. In all those cases 
lasicylus special allowance falls from 761—789 the 
n will get the fitment of above scale but at lower 
|t was submitted from the side of the management 
re is no explanation of delay. Not to speak of 
le or satisfactory explanation. There is no 
tion at all what prevented the workman to apfH'oach 
•i^m after a long period of 20 years. It is settled law 
e claim made after an inordinate and unexplained 
bould not be entertained. 


12 


ijly attention was drawn to 2005 (5) SCC page 91 
and 13. Tlie Hon’ble Apex Court has held that 
ay impedes the maintenance of the records . Belated 
^ould not be considered. 


It has been held in (2001) 6 SCC 222 as under: 

jLaw does not prescribe any time limit for the 
lijriate government to exercise its powers under 
10 of the Act. It is not that this power can be 
at any pointof time and to revive matters which 
e been settled. Power is to be exercised reasonably 
^ rational manner. D^re appear to. us to be no rational 
which the Central Oovemraent has exercised 
in this case after a lapse of about seven 
the order dismissing the respondent from service.” 


sfed, 


ih 


the instant case refoence has been made after a 
ojf long 20 years. Limitation Act is not applicable in 
s but stale cases should not be considered. jPelay 
ihstant case is inordinate and relief can be rejected 
mound of delay alone. 


nmeri 


Tlhe reference is for setth^ aside die order for shifting 
of annual incremeiu of the workman from 1st 
to 1 St April on promotion to clerical cadre in the 
15. The workman has d«narxled aimual increment 
i:t NovembCT whereas in the jx’ayer clause he has 
request d for the benefits for the period from 01-07-1985 to 


the date of payment together with interest. The prayer is 
for increment from 01-07-1985 to the date of payment 
together with interest. As such the claimant has not 
specifically stated the date of his annual increment. 
According to the reference it should be 1st November 
whereas according to the pr^er clause it is 1 st July, 1985, 
whereas the date of increment in clerical cadre is 1 st May, 
1984. The statement is confusing. 

The annual increment relates to 1985. This reference 
has been received in 2005. It is settled law that stale claim 
should not be entertained and no premium should be paid 
for delay. There are catena of decisions on this point of the 
Hon’ble Apex Court. In view of the law cited above the 
claim of the workman does not deserve any consideration. 
The order of 1985 cannot be set aside on reference filed 
after 20 years. The workman is not entitled to get any relief 
as prayed for in view of inordinate delay. 

The reference is replied thus— 

The action of the management of State Bank of 
Bikaner & Jaipur in regard to shifting the date of annual 
increment of Shri Ramesh Chand from 1 st November to 1 st 
April on promotion to clerical cadre in the year 1985 is just, 
fair and legal. The workman applicant is not entitled to get 
any relief as prayed for. 

The award is given accordingly. 

Date: 17-05-2007 R. N. RAl, Presiding Officer 

^ 28 ■Rf. 2007 

1778,——1947 (1947 
^ 14)^tqRT a#T> 

-S'!Oh ^'4«bKT ^ 

^ (^ wsqr 23/1999) ^ 

Wt ^ ^ 25-5-2007 ^ «?H 

[U X3:^-12012/597/1998-3nf3|R (^-I)] 

New Delhi, the 28th May, 20Cn 

S. O. 1778 .— In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Govonment hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 23/1999) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Laboiff 
Court Kanpur as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial 
Dispute between the management of State Bank of India 
and ttieir workman, received by the Central Government 
on 25-5-2007. 


[No. L-12012/597/1998-IR(B-D] 
AJAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 
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ANNEXWfe 

BWCm SHRI R^SmiKUFKESIDiNGOi^^ 
CESTkALGov&a^maitwsTaa^ 
IiaBUiaiXXIM4.IB0VR cxxm* 

u>. No. 2mm 
In the matter dispute betweea: 

State Bank of India Employees Association ^ 

The Assisant Regional Secretary 
24, Lakshmi MarketRegional Office 
Agra-282001 UP. 

Anl 

The D^uty Genial Manager 

State Bank of India 

Zonal Office Sanjay Place, Agra UP. 

AWARD 

1. Central Government, Mimstry of Labour, vide 

notfficakm No. L'12012/597/98>IR(B-l) dated 22-4-99hH 
referred the following dispi^ for adjudication to this *> 
tribunal: * 

“Whether the action of the management of State 
Bank of hidia Agra in stqppage of two increments in 
respect of Sri S. K. vide their order dated 
17-9-96 is k^al and justified? If not, vdiatieHef the 
workman isentkled to?” 

2. Bri^y stated fact as set up 1^ the Union raisii^ 
the dispute op behalf of the woiksum in die stMement of 
claim is that the workman was served with a chtt ge sheet 
d^ed 23-12-1994 on uidbunded and fttse grc^nis by die 
opposite party which was effectively replied by the 
workman vide letter dated 24-1-199S. it has histher been 
pleaded that service carrier of the worioaum ever remained 
fdotless and be waa ever chaigesheeied nor any 
puniidunent was in^xised upcm fakn. It is also pleaded ditt 
the workman is an active tra^ muon worlmraadonacooum 
of this he has be^ cbargesheeted deliberately ^ the , 
opposite party on trumped grounds as well as on la)ib 
grounds. It is furdmr pleaded ^ union that die esdie 
domestic kiq^iry tgamtt die w« 3 simaanhBa been eimidtitted 
violttiog rules of natuiai juttice and diaciplm^ ndea as 
well. No docBmwtfs wve s«|)phed to dtt workman despite 
raising cksDand andnvea dm defence rcpreaeot^^ the 
workman Wde leoar dated4-1-1996 lod^ aproleitbefbce 
the Enquky Officer still Enquiry Officer cntiiwMcrt to 
conclude the inquiry. No opportimily of tkfeaoe was 
granted by the la^ry CMficcr. 

3. It has also heea pfeaded diatlie iMikzaan 
never gnatlKi any opphrMiy hy the ]hl|Bny officer tdi' 
cross e aa miid Uhe witheaaet exandvdhyile oppo itepd ft y 
beforo dm hiqafiy offiott andhilhro^ 

of manageomid inquiry offioeratndghtwty (hrectedto fBe 


writtds argument. In fhii way the worionan was de^irived 
of ah (^yportunity of his defence, therefore, die entire 
disciplinary action against’ die workman is not in 
consonance with the nd^ o^ dieci^niary inquii^ and 
principles of natpral^^utioe hwe be^ breached Mly by 
themtBaqpnp^ (tfopposife pai^« Riquiry offte 
me facts of the ose has pr^wed ^ inquaiy lepmt. on 
arbitrary grounds which is nodimg bi^an e;c parte inquiry 
report and on the basis of exparte inquiry report 
manag^ent pr^err^ to impose upon the punishmem as 
mentioned in the ^ed^ile of reference ordn*. It has also 
been pleack^ that the final punishment awarded to the 
workman is resolutely on unfounded grounds and is ii4ble 
to be set aside. On the buts of above pleadings it has been 
prayed byfhc unimslhat&ialarde»laMst 17-9^1996 be set 

braefits. ■ 

4. Opimsife party has cotttesfed^^^ claiih Of the 

workimni on Varfeiy of grouiidii dtter aiki aHegiirg that the 
workman was nd(il!harge shfeted on ^account of his trade 
unkm activities radi^ he was chargesheettd on account 
of mlsdondiict commit^ % him., inquiiy 

was pn^rly condu^e^ and tlm workman was given 
opport^i^ So dafe^^ the case at every step by allowing 
him to deference rcfX'esentative of his choice; copy 

of documents filed by the maaiagi^neht Were supplied to 
the workman; defence represenj^tive admitted the 
doctthieilt^^ff^ lieslred flme # go through those 
documenits^ifick Was ^low^tohisu after exiinhiing the 
managemem witness, kiqihiy Office! offered of^xxmnity 
to the dcfmice r q ir eaante tive of cro» 

examine die maaagernei^ w^tnmspwiuGh was 

him on one groip^i^t^other; dela^i^, W^sf^ptat^ 
was given opportunity to ifUe list of whnesses.m 
stdl the defence representative did not comply vi^ dm 
dvection 0 ^ dm ii^giiiy officer, llmr^are^ inqui^ office* 
conclu^ th$ iaqi^, It kaabeen pleaded by the opposite 
parQ' diat on the face of record it is quite obvious that the 
d^oice rqireseiuative of the woikman himself did not avail 
the q;^ttunity of defence therefore,. ^ idl^ations of 
violation of imncij^les^ 0^ Natural justice is absolutely 
devoid pf merit and unfcsiq^. woduhan hag fifed 
reply datd 2p-8-1996 a^ast jU«qf^ipf tentative 
punishment and' coasided^, (Im 
authority vafeoidifetlml 

osdsr: pfea^Hhllilbfkmft^ 

eidill^feefeefdUefiiidihh^^ tbetfekMiOitliis b^alf 
fethafpwnritf rfifet. wWtjidiaykntiBiMdBdby thisTVtbuftal. 

5. After exlcliaii^'of between the parties 

both contesting parties wero given bpp dirt UH Hy to adduce 
oral as well as docunamtary evidence in support of their 
respective btaiih and counter claim, but when the union 
failed to mqal.die oppmdMUlyt granted by the tribunal, 
wmkman was ddiared from diis evidence vide order dated 
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document 

witness 


Ob: 




6 . 

evidence 
suppofto 
tobelievi 
have Mil 
evideace. 
the wor; 
mmage 
uaoontro 
no heska’ 


mom 


3. On the cooRtrMry management adduced 
as well orid evidence and examined its 
D. D. Ratra ks officer as M.W. 1. 

the ^ve fact it appears that there is no 

f vorth the aaMe oa he^df of the workman in 
his chna. im mi bW^ imMbunal is not inclined 
case of fte mtotti. Whereas management 
ihsiii^ated cldutmeittary as well as oral 

[Even none was pneat or appeared on behalf of 
lan to caross-exainine the witness of the 
mtent, &tsa die evidence of mahe^ement goes 
'>|Bsted. Under these circumstances tribunal has 
HI heiieMtngIhe cate of the opposite party. 


doe 


7. 

acWmctf 

videopckr 
held dmt 
claimed bi 


view of ^ve (teMaio&s, k is held that ^ 
< W maiMg(MiKni of Slate 
^^twoiocieiaeiiteia Sri S. K. 0ajaj 

Jaled 17>^t99d%j|{|^aBdjksttlied. ft is further 
he wodtotep Stt hi ai^ reltef as 


8. Rhierenoe is o# dm 



m, 

^ f4) 

- Wk . -1 

281/99) 

^ 3IP<1 


aiftiPrtrtT, 1947 (1947 

^ 4 Wn* ^ 


ywNi miXi ?s-5-2()07 


W«in 


iwr-i^i2mi/99-«nf3Tft (d^-i)] 


2007 

n of«» 


1947 (14 (rf 1947), the Central 
iatefd(RetHo,7^ 


Ooveiwnek 
of theCeetjel 
Court, 
dtapute 

Gramm Baj ik and their woritmen, widch was recdived by 
thcCsatwlI ftivwn—don25’5>2007. 

[Ntx H2&12/241/99-IR(B-D] 

AMYKUMAR, DeakOfRccr 




ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRIR, G SmjKLA PRESIDING 
OFFICER; CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TTUBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
KANPl« 

LD. No. 281 of 1999 
In the matter of dispute between: 

Shyam Kunw Verma 
C/o B. P. Saxena 
426W-II, V asant Vihar 
Kanpur 
And 

The Chairman 

Kstetriya Kisan Gramin Bank 
Mampuri 

AWARD 

1. Central Government, Ministry of Labour, vide 
nolifieation No„L-l 2012/241/99-lR (B-1) dated 21/22-10-99 
hat f^ecred the following dilate for a<^udication to this 

“Whether the action of the management of Kshetriya 

Kisan Gramm Bank, Mainpuri, in termuiatiag the 
. services of Sri Shyam Kumar Verma and notreinstate 
I him under the provisions ;Qf Sec. 25H is legal and 

justified? If notto what reliejf die woiimiaiiis eiUitledT’ 

2. It is unnecessary to give full facts of the ease as 
set up by the contesting parties nraialy for the reasons that 
from a btue perusal of the schedule of reference order it is 
qwte clear that the date of termination of die services Of 
the wOTkman is not found mentioned in k. It may also be 
pointed out diat it is held by the tribunal that the action of 
Jhe monagemwit is neither legal nor just then a normal 
qpiestion \^ich arises for consideration before Ae teibunal 
as to ffotn what date workmah be held entitled to be 
rmnstated in the service. From this point of view the 
schedule of refea’cnoe orderpnmajSide af:^ars to be vague 
aud the same is not liable to be answered by the tribunal 
gnsteing wodcman rehef as claimed by him. Even otherwise 
ORftKfit of the case it is not dupuled either by the wcaicman 

fey ll* auH^ement that the workman Was a cfeiify rated 
miployea. A.daily rated employee has no right to daim 
reahStateuMsat»the service of any depavtaaem unless it is 
pepvvd Ihte he was ever appointed by «der in writing at 
This prepoKitiioii (rf law has repeatedly 
baiif fteiniedoiii by the Hon'ble^Supieme Comt of feidia. 
iMafttediog caseof Smt. Uraa Devi vertm Uoiofi of India 
dte lipB’ble St^Kciae Ccnnt Mld^ rated 

o^ploywe has neiAef any stahtejoor.hh tteik <4ew hit 
mihtehMaeaimIheaarvioe oi ittefimniiigfantiil ThtMtewiiil. 
pefsaal of the Muoftk ftibuoiiti«uf the &» opiaiptt^lhathn 
case ia made out’m favour of thclworkman, ther^me, dm 





3907 


_ ^ ^ 20«g.#sg 36> tm 

wc^knuui caaaot be lekl ta be eoipkd Not.i9l/l<)^ 2®W^ ^9pll!^O0i & 3^/2006 

dMBKdbfhm. UX^9«fZ906 


3. Inviewof ab6vejpK>si(jDili^di8CttSsk>nsof1b(^ 
k is held that the action of the m^getnent; of kshetriya 
Kisan Gramin Bank in tmnihaiing the services of Sri Shyam 
Kumar Verma cannot be held to be illegal and unjustified. It 
is also held that the provisions of Sec. 25<H of the I.D. Act, 
1947, can also not be made apf^iGtktle in the of the 
workriian. Accordingly reference is ansiwensd agnihst the 

t 

workman holdi ng that he is notentitled for any relief of any 
nature whatsoever what to say his reinstat^nent in the 
services of the opposite party bank. 

R Q SHUIOA, Ftesidmg Ofhcer 
28 ^>2007 


(I. D. 47/99 Cottt'Btriaiailam) 

Wmkinan t C.ChSi^draB 

C/o General Secretary 
DticahinRailwr^ Casual L^nrl^ion 
Bdappallyhkiftit^ 

Koch^26. 

Adv. Shri C. Anil Kiimar 

Management : The Divisional Peiwnhel Officer 
SoudiemlUflway 
Paiakkat^ 

ID.293/2006 
(L D. 49y99pf 

XMiri 

C/o General Secretary 
OafcsidnMlway Casual Ubour Urtion 
. E(Uq;)pally Hoith, 

Kodlii-26. 

Ady. Shri C. Anil Kumar 
: Ibe Divisional f^sonnel'O^ker 


m. m 1780,-“3N1w atfMfwr, 1947 

(1947 W 14) ^ 17 ^ 

Worionan 

^ 4j|«1PHli fro ^ 

(^M 291; 293; 298; 

301/06) ^ IWito TWSft i, 25-5-07 

^ *51% ipW «ff l 

[U t|5T-4KH^/5»99-«ni! aSR (^-1) ] 

fit 1^-41012/65/99-«t!f3?R(^-l)] Maiiagemeht 


[^T^4toi2/63/w-ann[ m (^-l) ] 


t??r-4ior2^52/99-«n![ m (^-i) ] 





Southern R^Wajv ^ 

lUafckad^TSOOl. . 

Adv. M.C. Cherian 



S.O. t78R<>~ fo SectioB 17oft}w 

Industriid DtqniCtt Act, 1947 <14 tiM7), foe Ontral 
(jovemmok haneby. p ri^ lfa hc s <|ife twad (Rtf* No^29lv 
293;2^ 301/06^ of ltw<:eiiti^G^ lachaSri^ 

Tribtnud>c«iBa>LalM^ Court EnUdhriaRi as fooWh ki the 
Anaeaure, in the Industrial Dispute ibetweim the 
numag^ioeat of Soofoem RadWay and their woMcm^, 
which was received b> the Cehtrat ^vemment 'o'n 
25-5-07. 

[j^^. Mjai2/50/99-»(^ 
L/41O12/65/99-Ht(^0} 




WoriGDiail-: ^ ; 

tifooenera 

Efo^)pa]lyI|lQi:^ 

KQ<hi-26. « ' 

. Ady. ShriC. Anil Kuaftar'' 
Management : The Divisional PwSoririel Officer ’ 
Southern Railway 
Palakkad;678001. 

Adv. Shri M.C. Cheriaa. 
m30l/30Q6 V' 

(ID. 59/99ofLalfo«f0a^ 

Woikmui : Ariffirnghfl^ ^ 

Cfo G^iea^ Secretary 

■..■ ■'-edt^ly North 

' j. ■• .1: . ... \ y i - » .* , ' 
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Managranent The £Hvisk>iuUPtenoiuie} Officer 
Southon Railvi^» 

Palaklcad^7800i. 

Adv.SliriM.C.Cheriaa 

AWARD 

These are references made by Central Government 
underSection 10(l)(d)offadustri^IH^tes Act, 1947 for 
adjudication. S nee these references are common except 
the names of ^ trorkmen, only one of the schedules of 
references is qu oted. The reference is: 

“Whethei the action of the management of Southern 

Railway,! ’alghat in termin^ing die service of Shri K. 

Palani,Tiansship Porter wifli effect from 28-2-81 is 

justified? If not, what relief the wenkman is entitled 

to?” 

2. Since he facts, evidence aiKi law are common. 
These referena s are disposed off by a common Award. 
The evidence is adduced in I.D. 293/2006 and it is treated 
as the leading case. 

3. The fa its of the case in brief are as follows:— 

The workmen, 4 in numb^, wctc engaged by the 
Railway as trar sshipment casual labourers on piece-rate 
basis from 1-1-1973 to 28-2-1981. The engagement was 
continuous and uninterrupted. The nature of work was 
that the workiren had to load and unload goods from 
wagons of met< r gauge trains to b«x>ad gauge trains and 
vice-versa. The workmen contend that they were under 
the control and lupervision of the chief goods clerk of the 
Palakkad Town! ^Iway Shdkm. Th^ were woildi^ from 7 
a.m. to 5 p.m. T le workmen were in service ccmtinuously 
until 28-2-198 H I'hoi their services were terminated abruptly 
widiout notice oi r^iichn^t conipeiisation. The dainuoks 
are workmen coming within die definition of S-2(s) of 
Industrial Dispi tes Act. Th^ wmk done by the claimants 
were continued 1 y (^ers who w^ juniors to the claimants. 
The claimants liad discharged their duties to the entire 
satisfaction of the management and there were no 
disciplinary pro feedings against them. The termination is 
illegal and agair st the {H-ovisions of S-25F and 25G of I.D. 
Act. The workm en are entitled for reinstatement and back 
wages. 

4. The R{ ilway filed written statement contending 
that the claim is i !tale. The dilute was raised 18 years after 
the action of th ^ management. Mb reemds are available 
widi the Rail wa) to know the real facts regarding the savice 
of the workers. 1 Tie workmen had challenged the action of 
the managemen before the High Court of Kerala in 1981 
itself by filing C LPs. 2947^1 and 4200/81. Subsequently 
they were transf ^rred to Central Administrative Tribunal, 
Madras. By a con tmmi endo: claim of workers w^ dismissed 
on 29-7-1987. Hence the pies^ refRence is barred by 
principles qf res judicata and esi($fp^ The workers had 
filed ^licador before Assittam Labour Commissioaer 
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(Central) for ^tuiQ^ and an amount of Rs. 1385 each was 
allowed. Though the management had objected to the 
paymmt of gratuity and was aggrieved by the order of 
ALC, since the amount was meager the management did 
not diallenge the order of the controlling authority under 
Payment of Gratuity Act. The identity of claimants is 
doubted. In the beginning transshipment of goods was 
being carried out by independent contractors. However, 
subsequently tlie employees formed a union and took up 
.the WOTk on contract basis. The union was deputing their 
members for work. The work was not of regular nature. It 
was being done at the direction of the union. The 
transshipment was only up to 7-2-1981. It is denied that the 
workers were working continuously for 240 days in any 
year. The workmen raised dispute and got a reference to 
the Court by suppressing actual facts and misleading die 
audiorities concerned. The order for payment of gratuity 
f«ompted tte workmen to raise the dispute again which 
was already considered and determined by CAT. Another 
claim for gratuity of one of the workmen was dismissed by 
the A]:^llate Authority. Initially the Government had 
refused to refer the dispute for adjudication. The reference 
is not sustainable as it was obtained suppressing the facts 
and misleading the authorities. 

5. In the light of the above contentions the following 
points arise for consideration: . 

(1) Is the claim stale? 

(2) Is the termination illegal? 

The evkJence consists of the caul testimony of WW1 
and documentiuy evidence of Exts. W1 to W5 on the side 
of wofkmra and Exts. Ml to M3 on theisideof manag^ent 

6. PotetNo.(l): 

The workers in this case (numboing 4) and 27 others 
were engaged for transshipment woik at Pal^ddcad Town 
Railway Station on 1-1-1973. They worked up to 29-2-1981 
when their services were terminated. The dispute was raised 
in 1999 references were made on 17-6-1999 and 15-7-1999 
aftor a peaiod of 18 years. Hence the Railway contends that 
the claim is stale and they are put to difficulty in tracing out 
records relating to the dispute. The judicial pronouncement 
is to the effect that though Limitation Act is not applicable 
to proceedings undw I.D. Act. If there is inordinate delay 
in raising the dispute, thereby causing prejudice to 1he 
management in tracing out documents relating to the dispute 
and meeting the claims, then the aspect of delay has to be 
consid^ed by Courts, the decisions are : 

Ajaib Singh v. Sirhind Co-op. M.P.S.S. Ltd. (1999) 6 

see 82 . 

Nedungadi Bk Lto. v. K. P. Maidhavankutty & Ors. 

2000-1 L.L.J. 561 Asstt. Ex. Engr. v. Sivlinga 2002- 

IL1-J.457. 

Haryana State Coop. Land D^v. Bank v. Neelam 

20051-IXJ. 1153. 
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Mahabir V. State of Haryana 2005-&L. 14.391 

The worhen are claiming ren^aieiBCBft widi back 
w]^es and omtinuity of serviceL They contend duct thi^ 
woe casual labouiers wdio hadjwt in 8 yeanc^dmtinttQos 
service. They have attained temporary status as per the 
proYisions of Indian railway Establishment Manuid and 
are 'workmen’ vnthin the definition of S>^t(s) of Industrial 
Disputes Act. To know ^sCTvice status of these woikm 
the management iMs to trace out die records rtf'1981 and 
{Hrior to that Unless a di^te is alive laimy records we 
likdy to be destroyed accocdii^ to rules for deatntctkm of 
records. Besides, service records become vdamiBoiis over 
a period of several years and it is not easy to trmct out 
reievam reccvds. The k>i^ delay thus disablet the nilway 
to meet die claim. The delay caused {nejudlce to tibe 
management. The claim is therefore stde. 

7.PohitNo.(2): 

The woricers in these cases were odgaged in the work 
of transshipment of goods from the wagons of metw gauge 
trains to broad gauge trains and vice versa from 1973. 
According to the workers Uiey were dkectiy by 

the railway in PalakkadTOwnRaHwi^ St^rni in 1973. Ih^ 
wwe supervised and controlled by the chief goods cleric 
that station. WW1, one of the workmen v^as examined on 
behalf of workers. According to him die workers have to 
sign the muster roll in the morning and sign vouches in 
the evening to get their wages. The payment was made on 
piece-rate basis depending upon the c^antum of wmk. But 
according to the management initially the transshipmrat 
work was entrusted to a contractor who had sulnnitted the 
lowest quotation. Later the workers themselves formed a 
union aoA the work wastaken tqi by the unkm. The workers 
were deputed by the union, they were controlled and 
su^iervis^ by tli« union andnot 1^ Railway. Payment was 
made to union on piece-rate basis. The Railway had to 
disciplinary power over the workers. Hence they deny dutt 
the workers wwe casual labmirs of the railway. They idso 
deny that these workers juuL wcuited coi^fiuously for a 
period of days more during any year. 

8. No documents are produced by die wcvkers cn* 
summot^ from the management to riiow Aat dim wasa 
muster roll fcM* diese workm, vouchen were sicaartly die 
workm or Acquittance Roll was s^ffed by difent to get 
their wages. Admittedly than is not aj^mtmeat older or 
relieving order. The rt^way usually issues casutd labour 
service cards to casual labours. That is also not prothiced 
by the woik«^. Other than the testimony of WWl diat 
they were supervised and controlled by the diief goods 
clo'k of the station ami payr^nts were evoy evening 

on piece-rate basis by the Palakkad Town Station Master, 
there is no documentary evidence to substantiate the claim. 
No relevant documents to (n'ove th^r clainirare produced 
or summoned from the management. At the same time WWl 
admits that the paymeiU was made for the days work as a 


by dienselve^, |hit the i^iaentoes were not given wages 
The <ti^f Ibey w«e tfoseat. The cmly documrats 
piodu^ 1^ die workers are of As^atant Labour 
Coflssuttioaer aUowing gratuity and die orders of R^ional 
Labour CommiasiQner as Appellate Aidhmity confirming 
die order of AIjC for paymimt of gratuity. But lafor.by Ext. 
M2 order dated 29-1-2001 the dicision of the ctmtrolling 
autbori^ (ALO fbrfoe paymdtt of to one of die 

worioBrs was reveiaed finthi^ dial dMre iSito ^ployer- 
empfoyeeiehttionshto the worker anddiie Railway. 

&nppe«ftthatwhaaExt M2d6cisioR wastt^enby RLC it 
was brou^t to the nq^ce of RL€ that there was an order 
from Centra! Administrative Tribunal regguding die issue 
of employment of theM; the Railway and diat 

once the GovmnmeBt had r^i^ed to ref^ the dispute to 
Industrial Trfoimal by Ext..M3 order datoj^ 24-3-2000. The 
present refCTWtoe was made in 1999, inkM* to Ext. M3 cMder. 
When the jx-esent reference was made it appears that die 
order of CAT was not brou^t’to the notice of the 
Government ^t. Ml Is the order of CAT. The same issue 
regmdu^ termination of service of workers and dieir 
teiastaleiin^ was consid^ed 1^ CAT, Madrwi bc^ich. This 
case was ori^ially filed before Ifon’Ne Hi^ Court of Kerala 
which was transferred to CAT. The CAT found that there is 
no master and s^ant relation^ip between the w<»km 16 
in numbm* and the Railway. The wctfk was done through 
union which had deputed workers fm* the transshipment 
woik. The Railway Administration had no control over the 
workers. The union used to supply labour and supervise 
diem. The Radway had no disciplinaiy power also. Therefore 
It was found thtt they were not the workmen of the Railway 
and they wwe not entitied for any relief. In view of this 
decision of CAT it is submitted by the learned counsel for 
the management that the present claim is barred by 
principles of res jiuUcata. The termination and its legality 
were challenged before CAT and the same issue is raised 
in the preseitt references as well. The forum that decided 
die fonmsr isMe is competent to decide die present issue. 
Thus S-11 of Civil Procedure Code tq^lies and the claim is 
barred resjudiccaa. It is held in Ex. Engr. 

ZB Ehgg. Divfi V. Digmfoara jRao (2004) 8 SOC 262foat the 

isr^httely 

aoevidttccto d^^ were enqiloyed 

die Rwlway. Therefore die question of non-engagemmt or 
termioatkm of the service of workers by Railway does not 
aiipe at aH. Kforeover k is ahnkted by WWl that sittoc 
Pebmaiy, 1981 the meter gauge trains stof^ied arriving at 
Palakkad Railway Station and hence there was no 
t rawsahipmewt woik. Since die woriunen were contract 
labour and no the employees of the Railway, the latter was 
not bound to deploy them in any odio’ unit of the Railway. 
The dfseng^emem termination, by whatever term it is 
called, is not illegal and the workers are not titled to any 
relief. 
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tbi 


9. In 
action of Uie 
in terminating 
K. Sankaran 
workers are 
will take effe4t 
Gazette. 


le result, an aw^m) is passed finding diat the 
|nanagement of Southern Railway, Palakkad 
la the services of S/Shri C. Chandran, K. Palani, 
pnd Armughan is legal and justified and the 
entitled for any relief. No cost. The award 
one month after its pid)lication in theOfficial 


riot 


Dictated 
typed by her 
day of May, 


ml. 


P. L. NORBERT, Presiding Officer 
AFFENUX 
WorkBun/Union: 

Sankaran‘9’5-2007. 


Witness for 
WWI-ShriKi 
Witness for 
Nil. 

Exhihks for the Workman/jUnnon 

Wl:' Photoi 
26-4- 
the Paf 


Management: 


tat copy of decision in GA.27/96 dated 
lj996 by ALC, the controlling authority under 
ment of Gratuity Act. 


to tl« Pmonal As»stant, transcribed and 
corrected and passed by me on this the 16th 


W2: Photostat copy of decision in GA.25/96 dated 
24-2-1998 by RLC, the Appellate Authority under 
the Payment of Gratuity Act. 

W3: Photostat copy of decision in GA.30/96 RLC, 
Appellate Authority under the Payment of Gratuity 
Act. 

W4: Photostat copy of decision in GA.27/96 24-2-1998 
by RLC, Appellate Authority under the Payment of 
Gratuity Act. 

W5: Hiotostat copy of decision in'GA.29/96 2-5-1996 by 
ALC, the controlling authority under the Payment 
of Gratuity Act. 

Exhibits for the Mam^ement: 

Ml : Hiotostat copy of Order dated 29-7-1987 of CAT, 
Madras Bench. 

M2: Photostat copy of decision GA. 1/98 dated 
29-1-2001 by RLC under the Payment of Gratuity 
Act. «. 

M3 : Photostat copy of Order No 4-41012/22/00-IR(B 1) 
dated 24-3-2000 by M/o Labour, Govt, of India. 


t 
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